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Analysis  of  Compelling  Environmental  Reasons  - 
Sale  of  Fort  Mohave  Lands 

March  28,  1972  Amendment  to  the  Contract  of  Sale  between  the  United 

States  and  the  State  of  Nevada  Pursuant  to  the  Act  of  April  22,  1960 

(74  Stat.  74) 

The  first  sentence  of  Article  11(b)  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

The  Secretary  agrees  (subject  to  the  provisions  of 
Article  VIII  hereof)  to  convey  to  the  Commission 
and  the  Commission  agrees  to  accept  all  the  remain- 
der of  the  Transfer  Area  (not  previously  conveyed) — 

The  following  Article  is  included,  designated  Article  VIII  and  made 
a  part  of  the  contract: 


VIII.  The  parties  agree  that  it  is  necessary  and 
desirable:  —  accordingly,  the  parties  hereto 
agree  that,  before  patent  to  any  portion  of  the 
Transfer  Area  not  yet  conveyed  to  the  Commission 
is  issued,  the  Secretary  will  do  the  following 
pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  of  1969  (42  U.S.C.  §§  4321-4347):   -—  (2) 
Subsequent  to  the  filing  of  a  final  environmental 
impact  statement  with  the  Council  of  Environmental 
Quality,  the  Secretary  will  determine  whether 


compelling  environmental  reasons  require  that 
part  or  all  of  the  Transfer  Area  not  be  conveyed, 
considering  that  it  was  the  intent  of  Congress 
in  the  Act  that  the  Transfer  Area  should  be 
conveyed.  If  the  Secretary  shall  determine 
that,  for  environmental  reasons,  any  specific 
portion  of  the  Transfer  Area  should  not  be 
conveyed  to  the  Commission,  that  specific 
portion  of  the  Transfer  Area  shall  thereafter 

be  excluded  from  the  provisions  of  this  contract. 

such  final  provisions  (final  stipulations,  con- 
ditions, and  restrictions  to  be  imposed)  shall  be 
supplied  by  the  Secretary  to  the  Commission  in 
writing  not  later  than  one  (1)  year  after  the  con- 
clusion of  all  actions  taken  by  the  Secretary  under 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969. 


Environmental  reasons  supporting  the  retention  of  the  flood  plain  of 
the  Fort  Mohave  tract. 


A.  Recreational  Uses  of  the  Colorado  River  including  specifically 
boating  and  marina  development. 

Page  78  of  the  Ft.  Mohave  EIS  suggest  a  standard  of  one  boat 
per  acre,  which  would  result  in  or  allow  784  boats  on  the  28 
mile  section  of  the  Colorado  River  from  Davis  Dam  to  Needles. 

1967-68  Boating  use  was  approximately  250  boats  on  an  average 
day.  Projected  boating  use  of  this  stretch  of  the  river  by 


the  year  2000- has  been  estimated  to  be  753  to  1,155  boats  on 
the  average  day. 

The  range  of  results  of  a  boat  count  survey,  Davis  Dam  to 
Needles,  from  1975  to  present  on  Easter,  Memorial  Day,  July 
4th  and  Labor  Day  conducted  by  the  BUM,  Havasu  Resource 
Area  is  shown  as  follows: 


Survey  Day 

Easter 

Memorial  Day 
July  4th 
Labor  Day 
*data  limited  to  1975-78. 


Number  of  boats  1975-79 

92  to  277 
584  to  872 
225  to  521* 
138  to  433* 


In  almost  all  cases  the  -baik.  of  the  observed  boat  useage  is 
in  the  Bullhead  City  area,  adjacent  to  the  Ft.  Mohave  area. 


The  EPA  comment  letter  of  April  11,  1973  states  that  the 
development  of  a  marina  on  the  Ft.  Mohave  flood  plain  as 
envisioned  in  the  EIS  would  have  significant  effect  upon 
the  Colorado  River  and  the  State/Federal  water  quality 
thermal  standards  would  be  violated  within  the  marina. 

The  EPA  has  issued  an  opinion  that  a  marina  would  be  part 
of  the  Colorado  River  and,  therefore  the  water  quality 


-3- 


temperature  standards  for  the  Colorado  River  would  also 
apply  to  the  marina. 

A  computer  model  of  the  marina  development,  to  display 
the  thermal  and  hydraulic  analysis,  predicted  that 
increases  of  0.2  to  2.6°F  would  occur  in  the  Colorado 
River  resulting  from  marina  discharge  of  waters  (EIS 
pg.  84-87) .  This  would  result  in  violating  the  water 
quality  temperature  standard  of  68%F  for  the  stretch 
of  the  river  from  Davis  Dam  to  the  California  boundary. 

Current  management  of  the  Colorado  River  below  Davis  Dam 
results  in  a  daily  fluctuation  of  the  river  level  of  up 
to  eight  feet,  requiring  dredging  of  16  to  18  feet  in 
depth  to  create  marinas. 

B.   Flood  Hazards  and  Flood  Plain  management. 

Exhibit  B,  parts  3  and  4  of  the  Contract  of  Sale  grant 
a  flood  easement  to  the  510  ft.  elevation  to  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management.  A  comment  letter  of  March  29,  1973 
recommends  retention  of  the  flood  plain  and  opposes 
breaching  of  the  existing  levees. 

With  the  current  levees  in  place,  a  100  year  frequency 
flood  event  of  6  hours  duration  from  the  uplands  would 
inundate  the  flood  plain  (2,200  acres)  to  a  depth  of 
in-excess-of  4  feet. 


A  Standard  Project  Flood  on  the  Colorado  River  is 
estimated  to  be  74,000  cfs,  while  the  levees  along  the 
river,  at  a  height  of  11  to  14  feet  above  the  normal 
water  surface  level,  have  been  designed  to  pass  50,000  cfs, 

Breaching  of  the  existing  levees  to  facilitate  marina 
development  would  negate  the  flood  protection  of  the 
existing  levees.   If  this  were  allowed,  then  a  new 
levee  must  be  constructed  along  the  north-east  bound- 
ary of  the  Ft.  Mohave  Indian  Reservation  to  provide 
protection  from  flooding  for  the  Indian  Reservation. 

Conclusion. 

Marina  development  on  the  flood  plain  would  cause 
violation  of  the  water  quality  thermal  standards 
for  the  Colorado  River  at  this  point. 

Marina  development  would  require  breaching  of  the 
existing  levees,  opening  the  flood  plain  to  flooding 
from  the  Colorado  River. 

Potential  flooding  from  overland  flow  (100  year  storm) 
and  overflow  of  the  existing  levees  due  to  a  standard 
project  flood  on  the  Colorado  River  would  preclude 
development  for  habitation  on  the  flood  plain. 


-5- 


Terms,  conditions  and  covenances  required  for  the  pro- 
tection of  human  safety  would  preclude  development  of 
the  flood  plain  as  proposed  by  the  State  of  Nevada. 
Therefore  Section  3(d)(3)  of  Executive  Order  11988  - 
Floodplain  Management  would  apply,  requiring  with- 
holding such  property  from  conveyance. 


1792 
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Nevada  State  Office 
Room  3008  Federal  Building 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  Nevada  89502 


January  23,  1975 


Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

concerning  the  transfer  of  9,000  acres  of  Federal  land  to  the  Division 

of  Colorado  River  Resources  representing  the  State  of  Nevada.   The  statement 

is  prepared  pursuant  to  Section  102 (2)    (C)  of  the  National  Environmental 

Policy  Act  of  1969  C§3  Stat.  852-856;  42  USC  4321). 

The  final  environmental  statement  considers  the  effects  on  the  environment 
of  the  transfer  of  9,000  acres  of  Federal  land  to  the  Division  of  Colorado 
River  Resources  and  their  subsequent  development  for  recreation,  resort  and 
residential  purposes. 

In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
guidelines  C40  CFR  1500.11),  no  administrative  action  may  be  taken  sooner 
than  thirty  C30)  days  after  the  final  text  of  the  environmental  statement 
was  made  available  to  the  Council,  commenting  agencies  and  the  public.   The 
final  statement  was  filed  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  on 
January  23,  1975. 


E.I.  Rowland" 

State  Director,  Nevada 


1  Enclosure 
Final  EIS 
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Environmental  Statement 


Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Type  of  Action: 


Administrative   (  X  ) 


Legislative  (  ) 


2.  Brief  Description  of  Action:  (Proposed)  Transfer  of  the  remaining  9,000  acres 
of  national  resource  lands  in  Clark  County,  Nevada  under  the  Fort  Mohave  Act,  P.L. 
86-433.   The  land  lies  adjacent  to  the  Colorado  River  at  the  southern  tip  of  the 
State  of  Nevada,  95  miles  southeast  of  Las  Vegas.  Nevada.  Transfer,  would  take 
place  to  the  Colorado  River  Commission  of  Nevada  over  a  period  of  4  years  after 
approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

3.  Summary  of  Environmental  Impact  and  Adverse  Environmental  Effects:  Development 
of  the  9,000  acres  will  have  a  probable  impact  on  the  following:   (1)  Possible 
minor  change  in  climate,  (2)  Complete  change  of  vegetation  on  flood  plain,  partial  on 
bench  land,  (3)  Soil,  (4)  Elimination  of  livestock  grazing,  (5)  Displacement  of 
wildlife,  (6)  Recreation,  (7)  Archaeology,  (8)  Water  -  both  quantity  and  quality, 
(9)  Air,  (10)  Visual,  (11)  Economic,  (12)  Noise,  (13)  Increase  in  the  potential 

for  man-caused  accidents,  and  (14)  Increase  in  the  effects  of  natural  catastrophes. 

The  impacts  considered  to  be  adverse  concern  vegetation,  soil,  water,  air,  livestock 
grazing,  visual  and  noise. 

4.  Alternatives  considered:   (a)  The  Eisner-Stewart  Plan,  (low  density  development) 
(b)  The  Beaumont  Plan,  (high  density  development),  (c)  Retain  the  flood  plain  in 
public  ownership,  (d)  no  action,  (e)  Sale  to  private  interests  by  the  United 
States,  (f)  Develop  as  a  public  recreation  area. 

5 .  Comments  Requested  from  the  following: 


Department  of  Agriculture 
Department  of  the  Interior  * 
-Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  * 
-Bureau  o£  Sports  Fisheries 

and  Wildlife  * 
-National  Park  Service  * 
-Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
-Bureau  of  Reclamation  * 
-Geological  Survey 
Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development 


Atomic  Energy  Commission  * 
Department  of  Defense 
Department  of  Health,  Education 

and  Welfare 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  * 
Nevada  State  Clearinghouse 
Colorado  River  Commission  of  Nevada 
Metropolitan  Clearinghouse 
Department  of  Commerce  * 
Department  of  Transportation 
Fort  Mohave  Indian  Tribe 


Date  made  available  to  CEQ  and  the  Public: 

Draft  statement:    December  27,  1972 
Final  statement: 
*  Comments  received  and  attached. 
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SPECIAL  NOTE 

Effective  July  1,  1974  the  Colorado  River  Commission  of  Nevada 
became  the  Division  of  Colorado  River  Resources. 

Wherever  reference  is  made  to  the  Colorado  River  Commission  of 
Nevada  within  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  the  name 
shall  be  considered  to  be  the  Division  of  Colorado  River 
Resources . 


FORT  MOHAVE  ENVIRONMENTAL  'STATEMENT 


DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSAL 

Public  Law  86-433,  approved  April  22,  1960,  amended  April  26,  1963, 
authorized  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  segregate  the  following 
described  lands  located  in  the  State  of  Nevada  and  comprising 
approximately  15,000  acres: 

(1)  All  of  sections  1,  12,  and  13  and  fractional  sections 
24  and  25,  township  33  south,  range  65  east. 

(2)  All  of  sections- 6,  7,  and  8,  fractional  sections  4, 
5,  9,  10,  and  15,  east  half,  east  half  northwest  quarter,  and 
southwest  quarter  section  16,  west  half  northeast  quarter, 
west  half,  and  southeast  quarter  fractional  section  17,  all 

of  section  18,  fractional  sections  19,  20,  21  and  30,  township 
33  south,  range  66  east. 

(3).  East  half  section  20,  all  of  sections  21,  22,  and  23, 
fractional  sections  24  and  26,  all  of  sections  27  and  28,  east 
half  section  29,  southeast  quarter  section  31,  fractional 
sections  32,  34,  and  35,  township  32  south,  range  66  east. 

(4)  Notwithstanding  the  specific  land  descriptions  in 
items  1  through  3,  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  transfer  area 
is  the  centerline  of  the  Colorado  River  as  it  exists  on  the 
date  of  approval  of  the  Act,  and  all  range  references  contained 
in  the  foregoing  refer  to  the  Mount  Diablo  Base  and  Meridian. 

The  Colorado  River  Commission  of  Nevada  acting  on  behalf  of  the  State 
of  Nevada  through  the  authority  of  the  above  mentioned  public  law  is 
given  the  option  of  purchasing,  after  compliance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Act,  the  above  described  lands.  One  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  was  the  preparation  of  a  Master  Plan  by  the  Colorado  River 
Commission  of  Nevada,  to  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary,  U.  S.  Depart- 
ment of  the  Interior,  the  House  of  Representatives  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  and  the  U.  S.  Senate  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

The  Colorado  River  Commission  contracted  Simon  Eisner  and  Lyle  Stewart 
as  planning  consultants  to  prepare  a  preliminary  Master  Plan  of  land 
development  for  the  above  mentioned  lands.  This  plan  was  prepared 
and  submitted  on  December  24,  1962  (see  Map  No..  1  on  page  13).  and 
was  adopted  by  the  Colorado  River  Commission.  The  Colorado  River 
Commission  submitted  a  revised  plan  of  development  (see  Map  No.  2, 
page  14).  This  master  plan  was  filed  with  the  Secretary,  U.  S. 
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Department  of  the  Interior  and  both  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committees  in  Congress.  The  approved  Master  Plan  consists  of  a 
map  with  narrative  explanation  on  it.  No  other  narrative  exists 
for  the  Plan.  The  Master  Plan  defines  a  water- oriented  resort 
type  community  with  marinas. 

Approximately  6,000  acres  have  been  transferred  from  federal  owner- 
ship to  the  Colorado  River  Commission  who,  In  turn,  has  sold  by 
contract  about  4,000  acres  of  the  purchase  land  for  development, 
the  first  such  transaction  taking  place  October  26,  1966.  The 
Colorado  River  Commission  sold  under  contract  to  Southern  California 
Edison  Company  for  the  development  of  the  Mohave  Generating  Station, 
a  1500  megawatt"  powerplant.  Various  patents  followed,  with  the 
last  granted  April  28,  1972.  Slightly  over  9,000  acres  remain  to 
be  purchased  by  the  State  of  Nevada  through  the  Colorado  River 
Commission.  Map  No.  3,  page  15  indicates  the  lands  which  have  been  . 
purchased  and  the  lands  remaining  to  be  purchased  as  well  as  other 
facts  concerning  the,  area.  The  lands  were  under  negotiation  between 
the  Commission  and  the  R.  J,  Beaumont  and  Associates  for  extensive 
resort-residential  development.  Map  No.  4,  page  16  ,  Alternative  B, 
depicts'  the' plan  of  development  for  the  area  as  proposed  by  R.  J* 
Beaumont  and  Associates.  These  negotiations  terminated  November  10, 
1971..  An  amendment  to  the  contract  was  negotiated  and  signed  by 
the  Governor  of  the  State  of  Nevada  and  the  Secretary  of  the  U.  S. 
Department  of  the  Interior  on  March  28,  1972.  One  of  the  provisions 
in  the  contract  amendment  was  to  initiate  and  complete  an  environ- 
mental impact  statement  on  the  Commission's  Master  Plan  of  Fort 
Mohave  development  area  heretofore  submitted  and  accepted. 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  actions  pertaining  to  the  Fort 
Mohave  Lands  from  the  files  of  the  Colorado  River  Commission  of 
Nevada. 

Date  Prepared  5/25/72 

FORT  MOHAVE  DEVELOPMENT  AREA 


Legislation 

NRS  321.480  -  321.530         Fort  Mohave  Development  Law. 

(1959)  CRC  (State)  acquisition;  descrip- 

tion of  parcels;  engineering  and  . 
planning  studies;  relinquishment 
of  rights,  powers  and  privileges  < 
to  purchase;  Fort  Mohave  Develop- 
ment fund-use  and  receipt  of 
moneys . 
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Legislation 

S.  2019 

(May  20,  1959) 

H.R.  Report  No.  1250 
(February  8,  1960} 


Public  Law  86-433 
(H.R.  7359) 
(April  22,  1960) 

NRS  321.534  -  321.536 
(1961) 


H.R.  11933 

(May  31,  1962) 


H.R.  277 
(January  9,  1963) 

H.R.  Report  No.  92 
(March  12,  1963) 


Bill  introduced  by  Senator  Bible  for 
conveying  Fort  Mohave  land  to  State. 

To  accompany  H.R.  7359;  Committee 

on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs.  Directs 

Secretary  to  convey  lands  to  CRC  (State). 

Sill  introduced  by  Congressman  Baring. 
Directs  Secretary  to  convey  lands  under 
certain  conditions. 

Fort  Mohave  Development  Law.   Provides 
for  development  and  disposal  of  certain 
lands  lying  between  the  1947  meander  line 
and  the  west  bank  of  the  channel  of  the 
Colorado  River. 

Introduced  by  Congressman  Baring.  Amends 
4-22-60  Act  -  Sections  2  and  3  changed 
from  5  years  to  10  years;  Section  4 
changed  from  3  years  to  submit  to 
Secretary  proposed  plan,  to  3  years  after 
receipt  from  Secretary  of  appraisal. 

Introduced  by  Congressman  Baring. 
Same  as  above  (H.R.  11933). 

To  accompany  H.R.  277;  Committee  on 

Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  recommended 
"do  pass". 


Public  Law  No.  88-15 
(April  26,  1963) 

H.R.  10346 
(August  10,  1965) 


S.  2422 

(August  17,  1965) 


Approved  -  same  as  above  (f 


277) 


Introduced  by  Congressman  Baring. 
Provides  for  segregation  from  all  forms 
of  entry  of  certain  lands. 

Introduced  by  Senator  Bible  for  himself 
and  Senator  Cannon .   Same  as  above 
(H.R.  10346);  Referred  to  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 


Rights-of-Way  and  Easements 
BLM  Nev  057034 
(September  1961) 


California  -  Pacific  Utilities  Co. 
Substation  site  and  distribution  line 


BLM  Nev  066156 
(November  1966) 


BLM  N-0463 


USER  -  Temporary 
(5-25-67) 


BLM  N-4210 
(June  1967) 


CRC  Document 
(June  1967) 


CRC 

(July  27,  1967) 


Southern  Nevada  Edison  Co. 

500-kv  power  line,  substation  site  and 

access  road. 

Black  Mesa  Pipeline.  Coal  slurry 
pipeline  -  Sec.  24,  T.  32  S.,  R.  66  E. 

Southern  California  Edison  Co. 
Pumping  station  sites,  access  roads, 
water  conduits  and  electric  lines  - 
Sees.  24  and  34,  T.  32  S.,  R.  66  E. 


Southwest  Gas  Corporation, 
gas  pipeline  -  Sec.  22,  T. 
R.  66  E. 


20"  natural 


California  Pacific  Utilities  Co. 
Serve  Central  Telephone  Co.  -  Sec. 
T.  32  S.,  R.  66  E. 

Southern  California  Edison  Co. 
Aggregate  Pit  -  Sec.  27,  T.  32  S., 
R.  66  E. 


27, 


BLM  '• 
(August  1967) 


County  Recorder 
Document  662243  *  J 
(September  20, ! 1967) 

BLM  1093    ° 
(March  1968) 


California  Pacific  Utilities  Co. 

Power  supply  to  WMK  for  aggregate  pit  - 

Sees.  27  and  34,  T.  32  S.,  R.  66  E. 

Clark  County  -  County  road.  Section  32, 
T.  32. S.,  R.  66  E.,  and  Section  5, 
T.  33  S.,  R.66  E. 

California  Pacific  Utilities  Co. 
69- kv  power  line  -  Sees.  29  and  32 
T.,32  S.,  R.  66  E.  and  Sec.  5,  T.  33  S., 
R.  66  E. 


BLM  N-1435 
(April  1968) 


Southern  California  Edison  Co. 
Aggregate  water  intake  site,  pipeline, 
electrolytic  conductivity  recorder  site 
and  access  roads;  Sec.  34,  T.  32  S., 
R.  66  E. 


CRC 

(May  5,  1969) 


BLM  Nevada  043645 
(December  1969) 


Southern  California  Edison  Co. 
Temporary  access  road  -  Sec.  24, 
T.  32  S.,  R.  66  E. 

Southwest  Gas  Corporation.  Pipeline 
to  supplement  existing  pipeline  system. 


BLM  N-4520 
(June  1970) 

California  Pacific  Utilities  Co. 
69-kv  power  line  -  Sec.  29,  T.  32  S., 

R.  66  E. 

CRC 

(November  21,  1972) 

Southern  California  Edison  Co. 
Aggregate  pit  agreement.   Sec.  27, 
T.  32  S.,  R.  66  E. 

US-CRC  Land  Sales  Contract 
March  7,  1966 

CRC  application  for  transfer  of  lands 
from  US  to  State  of  Nevada  pursuant 
to  Fort  Mohave  Act,  Public  Law  86-433, 
86th  Congress,  H.R.  7359,  April  22,  I960, 
as  amended. 

October  26,  1966 

Contract  of  Sale  between  U.S.  and  State 
of  Nevada  pursuant  to  Public  Law  86-433. 

October  26,  1966 

Patent  #27-67-0047  from  U.S.  to  CRC. 

May  12,  1967 

Patent  #27-67-0121  from  U.S.  to  CRC. 

June  3,  1968 

Patent  #27-68-0280  from  U.S.  to  CRC. 

April  28,  1971 

Patent  #27-71-0114  from  U.S.  to  CRC. 

March  28,  1972 

Amendment  to  Contract  of  Sale  between 
the  U.S.  and  the  State  of  Nevada  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  April  22,  1960  (74  Stat.  74). 

Contracts  with  CRC  regarding 

Fort  Mohave  Development  Area 

June  27,  1966 

Southern  California  Edison  Co.   Land 
Purchase  Contract;  $440,000;  Sections  22,  23 
(24  and  27  N  1/2. S  1/2),  T.  32  S. ,  R.  66  E. 

August  26,  1966 

Amendment  to  above;  changing  date  of  CRC 
obtaining  title  from  U.S.  from  9-1-66 
to  10-1-66. 

September  30,  1966 

Amendment  to  above;  changing  date  from 
10-1-66  to  11-1-66. 

October  26,  1966 

Grant  Deed  -  CRC  to  Southern  California 
Edison  Co.  -  Parcels  1  through  5. 

May  29,  1967 

5 

Mohave  Project  Plant  Site  Conveyance  and 
Co-Tenancy  Agreement  -  Nevada  Power 
Company,  Salt  River  Project  and  Southern 
California  Edison  Company. 

i 
i 

January  20,  1967 


December  23,  1968 


May  2,  1967 


May  12,  1967 


May  1,  1968 


February  28,  1972 


May  2,  1967 


May  12,  1967 
September  9,  1969 
October  8,  1971 


Black  Mesa  Pipeline,  Inc.  Easement; 
$100;  Sec.  24,  T.  32  S. ,  R.  66  E.  - 

$2,050  payable  30  days  after  notice 
CRC  has  title. 

Plant  Site  Conveyance  and  the  Mohave 
Project  Plant  Site  Conveyance  and 
Co-Tenancy  Agreement  Assignment  between 
Department  of  Water  and  Power,  City 
of  Los  Angeles  and  Southern  California 
Edison  Co. 

Colorado  River  Properties,  Inc..  Land 
Sales  Contract;  $200,000  total;  $112,270 
within  60  days;  $43,865  within  1  year; 
Parcel  1  title  with  first  payment; 
Parcel  2  title  with  second  payment; 
Parcel  3  title  with  third  payment. 

Grant  Deed  -  CRC  to  Colorado  River 
Properties;  S  1/2,  2-1/4  of  N  1/2, 
Sec.  28,  T.  32  S.,  R.  66  E. 

Amendatory  Land  Sales  Contract.  Replaces 
5-2-67  contract;  total  $200,000;  $112,270 
within  60  days  and  title  to  Parcel  1; 
Parcel  2,  $43,865,  first  anniversary  of 
contract;  Parcel  $43,865,  second  anniversary 
of  contract . 

Agreement  of  Purchase  and  Sale  of  Real 
Property,  CRC-CRP;  $200,000  total;  super- 
sedes and  replaces  all  prior  agreements 
and  dismisses  lawsuit. 

Rio  Alto  Vista  -  Land  Sales  Contract. 
$60,000  within  90  days  -  title  to  Parcel  1; 
$50,000  due  8-1-69  -  title  to  Parcel  2; 
$50,000  due  8-1-71  -  title  to  Parcel  3. 
$160,000  total  purchase  price. 

Grant  Deed  from  Parcel  1  from  CRC  to  RAV, 

Grant. Deed  to  Parcel  2  from  CRC  to  RAV. 

Grant  Deed  to  Parcel  3  from  CRC  to  RAV. 


May  4,  1967 


Central  Telephone  Co.  -  Grant,  Bargain 
and  Sale  Deed;  1  acre,  $250;  Sec.  27, 
T.  32  S.,  R.  66  E. 


October  23,  1967 


February  26,  1968 


June  24,  1970 


April  20,  1971 


California  Pacific  Utilities  Co. 
R/W  easement;  $500  payable  within  30 
days;  Secst  6,  7,  18  and  19,  T.  33  S., 
R.  66  E.  and  Sees.  24  and  25,  T.  33  S., 
R.  65  E.  with  contract  for  option  - 
$6,400  at  time  of  exercising  option. 

Boy  Scouts  of  America.  Agreement  and 
Grant  Deed  (Document  706871  Clark  County 
Recorder  of  Deeds  6-18-68). 

Southwest  Gas  Corporation  §  USBR 
Contract  #14-06-300-2185  "Contract  and 
License  and  Consent  for  Construction, 
Operation  and  Maintenance  of  Gas  Pipeline" 
crosses  Colorado  River  levee;  Sec.  22, 
T.  33  S.,  R.  66  E. 

California  Pacific  Utilities  Co.  R/W 
easement  "in  consideration  of  value 
adequate  therefor";  Sec.  27,  T.  32  S., 
R.  66  E. 


Reports 
December  1962 


Preliminary  General  Land  Use  Plan,  Part  1. 
Preliminary  Master  Plan  of  Land  Development, 
Part  2,  Eisner-Stewart  §  Associates  for  CRC. 


October  1967 


October  1967 


March  1969 


Market  Support  for  Proposed  Development 
of  the  Nevada  Riviera  Property.  Economics 
Research  Associates  for  Colorado  River 
Properties,  Inc. 

Supplementary  Financial  Analysis  -  Market 
Support  for  Proposed  Development  of  the 
Nevada  Riviera  Property.  Economics 
Research  Associates  for  Colorado  River 
Properties,  Inc. 

Flood  Plain  Information  -  Colorado  River  - 
Davis  Dam  to  Topock  -  Colorado  River  Front 
Work  and  Levee  System.  U.  S.  Bureau  of 
Reclamation. 


March  1969 


Guidelines  for  Construction  in  the  Flood 
Plains  of  the  Lower  Colorado  River.  U.S. 

Bureau  of  Reclamation. 


April  1969 


July  1969 


July  1969 


October  1969 


May  1970 


July  1970 


Fort  Mohave  State  Recreation  Area  - 
Feasibility  Study.  Rivera  and  Sue  for 
State  Parks  System.  ("Draft"  pencilled 
on  document . ) 

Big  Bend  Project  -  Preliminary  Channel 
Design  and  Cost  Estimate  for  Laittcoa,  Inc. 
Williams  §  Ellis,  Consulting  Engineers,  for 
Colorado  River  Properties,  Inc. 

Big  Bend  Project  -  Preliminary  Channel 
Design  and  Cost  Estimate  for  Lamcoa,  Inc. 
for  Phase  I  Construction.  Williams  §  Ellis, 
Consulting  Engineers  for  Colorado  River 
Properties,  Inc. 

Fort  Mohave  State  Recreation  Area  - 
Feasibility  Study  -  Rivera  §  Sue  for 
State  Parks  System. 

Market  Analysis  for  Proposed  Marina  Vegas 
Development.  VTN  for  R.  J.  Beaumont  § 
Associates 

Pollutional  Impact  Study  for  Proposed 
Marina  Vegas' Development.  VTN  for  R.  J, 

Beaumont  §  Associates. 


July  23,  1970 


August  1970 


Soil  Chemistry,  Grain  Size  Analysis  and 
Depth  to  Groundwater.  Geolabs,  Inc.  for 
R.  J.  Beaumont  and  Associates. 

Thermal  and  Hydraulic  Analysis  of  Proposed 
Marina  Vegas  Development.  VTN  for  R.  J. 

Beaumont  §  Associates. 


November  18,  1970 


Marina  Vegas 
VTN  for  R,  J. 


■  Economic  Impact  Report, 
Beaumont  $  Associates. 


The  purpose  of  this  environmental  statement  is  to  analyze  the 
environmental  impact  of  various  alternatives  for  their  individual 
environmental  implications;  including  the  alternative  of  no  action 
which  would  anticipate  that  the  9,000  acres  remain  in  federal  owner- 
ship. 

The  land  is  located  in  the  extreme  southern  tip  of  Nevada  adjacent  to 
the  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Reservation  and  the  Colorado  River.  The  land 
lies  approximately  95  miles  southeast  of  the  city  of  Las  Vegas,  and 
290  miles  northeast  of  the  Los  Angeles  metropolitan  area.  Map  No.  5, 
page  17,  indicates  the  general  location.  Under  the  Master  Plan  for 
the  development  of  the  lands,  all  of  the  remaining  area  is  included 
as  resort  and  residential,  which  provides  for  the  following: 

"Development  of  residences,  resorts,  motels,  hotels,  restaurants 
and  related  recreation  and  shopping  and  service  facilities  to  provide 
support  to  surrounding  areas,  and  schools  and  playgrounds.  Lower 
lands  in  the  eastern  portion  which  are  at  or  below  elevation  510 
feet  restricted  to  water  oriented  resort  recreational  and  residential 
developments." 

From  this  description  a  wide  variety  of  development  could  occur.  To 
simplify  matters,  only  two  specific  development  plans  will  be  con- 
sidered as  the  proposed  action  and  discussed  in  this  statement.  They 
represent  both  minimum  and  maximum  development.  Actual  development 
could  be  something  in  between. 

Alternative  A  is_  the  Eisner- Stewart  preliminary  master  plan.   It 
includes  the  following  breakdown.  Acreages  indicated  are  approximate. 

Commercial  -  10  acres 

Residential  -  1,000  acres 

Resorts  -  420  acres 

Public  Recreation  -  1,000  acres 

Additional  water  surface  -  500  acres 

Open  space  reserve  -  6,000  acres 

This  breakdown  of  use  areas  would  accommodate  a  resident  population 
of  approximately  30,000  people.  Alternative  A  contains  a  minimum 
setback  of  600  feet  along  the  Colorado  River  for  public  use.   It  is 
assumed  that  the  open  space  reserve  area  would  contain  a  solid  waste 
disposal  site,  as  well  as  land  for  a  sewage  treatment  plant.  The 
open  space  reserve  also  has  potential  for  a  landing  strip,  hiking 
and  riding  trails,  wildlife  refuge,  limited  agricultural  use,  and 
five  acres  or  larger  private  ranches. 


The  objectives  of  Alternative  A  are  as  follows: 

"1.  To  create  a  well  planned  attractive  community  which  will 
supplement  and  enhance  the  natural  recreation  resources  of  the  site. 

2.  To  achieve  a  high  standard  of  residential  environment  for 
the  permanent  residential  areas;  and  to  similarly  achieve  a  high 
standard  of  vacation  environment  in  the  public  and  private^ recreation 
areas. 

3.  To  give  careful  consideration  to  the  staging  of  the  develop- 
ment both  as  to  type  and  timing.  Orderly  development  is  deemed 
necessary  to  insure  that  the  several  areas  will  be  protected  from 
the  downgrading  influences  of  shoddy  construction  or  of  premature 
growth.  This  will  assure  continuous  compatibility  between  uses  and 
will  obtain  and  preserve  the  highest  and  most  beneficial  land  values, 

4.  To  achieve,  through  the  relationship  of  land  uses,  a 
compatible  and  harmonious  coordination  of  the  four  primary  elements: 

a.  the  public  recreation  area; 

b.  the  private  resort  areas; 

c.  the  residential  areas;  and 

d.  the  commercial  areas." 

Alternative  B^  is  the  Beaumont  Plan  or  Marina  Vegas .  This  plan  con- 
tains the  following  land  classification  breakdown.  The  acreages 
listed  are  approximate.  -  •;  . 

Single  family  residences  -  4,250  acres 

Multiple  family  residential  -  1,550  acres 

Hotels  -  200  acres 

Mobile  home  parks  -  850  acres 

Trailer  and  camper  parks  -  50  acres 

Industrial  -  400  acres 

Commercial  -  400  acres 

Additional  surface  water  -  700  acres 

Community  facilities  and  open  space  -  600  acres 
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Full  development  under  this  plan  would  provide  for  a  resident 
population  of  approximately  108,000  people.  This  plan  would  appear 
to  be  the  maximum  development  possible  for  this  9,000  acres.  No 
specific  objectives  are  stated  for  this  plan. 

Other  alternatives  considered  are  as  follows: 

Alternative  C.  Retain  the  flood  plain  in  public  ownership. 

Alternative  D.  No  action.  Retain  the  land  in  Federal  ownership. 

Alternative  E.   Sale  to  private  interests. 

Alternative  F.  Develop  as  a  public  recreation,  area. 

Alternatives  A,  B,  C  and  E  have  two  sub -alternatives.  These  are: 
Several  staged  sales  until  the  entire  9,000  acres  are  transferred, 
or  -  sale  of  the  land  in  one  block, 

The  March  1972  agreement  provides  that  the  land  would  be  transferred 
to  the  Colorado  River  Commission  of  Nevada  within  four  years  after 
the  Secretary  of  the  U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior  issued  a 
decision  to  the  Colorado  River  Commission  on  the  lands  to  be  trans- 
ferred, and  under  what  conditions  the  lands  can  be  developed.  Section 
4  of  that  amendment  includes  the  following  provisions: 

"The  parties  agree  that  it  is  necessary  and  desirable:  (1)  to 
protect  the  environment,  (2)  to  determine  whether  for  compelling 
environmental  reasons  any  part  of  the  transfer  area  should  be 
excluded  from  the  terms  of  this  agreement,  (3)  to  control  the  use 
of  lands  within  the  transfer  area,  and  (4)  to'  subject  any  conveyance 
of  lands  within  the  transfer  area  to  specific  provisions  for  the 
protection  of  the  environment." 

It  further  provides  that  the  parties  agree  that : 

".  .  .  (1)  at  the  earliest  practicable  date,  the  Secretary 
will  establish  a  task  force,  or  take  whatever  measures  are  necessary, 
including  entering  into  third  party  contracts,  to  initiate  and 
complete  an  environmental  impact  statement  on  the  Commission's 
master  plan  of  Fort  Mohave  development  area  heretofore  submitted 
and  accepted.  .  ." 

".  .  .  The  Secretary  will  determine  whether  compelling  environ- 
mental reasons  require  that  part  or  all  of  the  transfer  area  should 
not  be  conveyed,  considering  that  it  was  the  intent  of  Congress  in 
the  Act  that  the  transfer  area  should  be  conveyed." 
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The  environmental  statement  will  consider  the  relationships  between 
development,  or  no  development  at  this  location,  with  the  development 
presently  taking  place  immediately  across  the  river  in  Arizona,  the 
potential  development  of  the  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Reservation  lying 
in  Nevada,  California  and  Arizona  adjacent  to  the  lands  under  considera- 
tion',' and  the  secondary  impacts  which  may  happen  should  the  lands  be 
transferred  from  federal  ownership  and  developed  by  private  entrepreneurs, 

On  January  26,  1969 ,  the  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Tribe,  the  Secretary  of  the 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Colorado  River  Development 
Corporation,  a  wholly  owned  subsidiary  of  the  Ogden-American  Corporation, 
entered  into  a. 99-year  lease  for  the  private  urban  water  oriented 
development  of  the  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Reservation  in  Arizona,  California, 
and  Nevada.  The  lease  requires  the  expenditure  of  3.5  million  dollars 
by  the  Corporation  in  the  first  10  years  of  the  lease  for  development. 
The  Master  Plan  for  development  of  this  area  is  indicated  on  Map  No,  6, 
page  18.  To  date  no  development  has  taken  place.  Development  of  the 
area  in  accordance  with  the  Corporation's  plan  would  have  a  definite 
impact  or  influence  on  the  development  of  the  lands  under  consideration. 

The  following  are  maps  which  will  be  referred  to  throughout  the  environ- 
mental statement: 

Map  No.  1  -  Alternative  A  -  Preliminary  Master  Plan  developed 
by  Eisner  and  Stewart 

Map  No.  2  -  Master  Plan  approved  by  CRC  and  Secretary  of  the 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Map  No.  3  -  Land  Status 

Map  No.  4  -  Alternative  B  -  Beaumont  or  Marina  Vegas  Plan 

Map  No.  5  -  General  Location 

Map  No.  6  -  Development  Plan  for  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Reservation 

Map  No.  7  -  Land  Ownership 

Map  No.  8  -  Location  Map 

Map  No.  9  -  Topography 

Map  No.  10 -Soil  Areas 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT  WITHOUT  THE  PROPOSAL 

Physical  Factors.  The  lands  under  consideration  in  the  Fort  Mohave 
area  are  located  in  the  Sonora  Desert  section  of  the  Basin  and  Range 
physiographic  province  within  the  Colorado  River  Valley.  This  area 
is  generally  bounded  on  the  north  by  the  Newberry  Mountains,  on  the 
west  and  southwest  by  the  foothills  of  the  Dead  Mountains,  on  the 
south  by  the  flood  plain  of  the  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Reservation,  and 
on  the  east  by  the  channel  of  the  Colorado  River,  which  has  been  con- 
trolled and  stabilized  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  with  a  series  of 
dikes  and  levees.  The  eastern  third  of  the  area  is  located  on  the 
remnant  of  the  Colorado  River  flood  plain  that  existed  prior  to  the 
channelization  of  the  river.  This  area  is  generally  flat  with  sandy 
soils  supporting  dense,  phreatophytic  vegetation.  West  of  the  flood 
plain,  the  terrain  rises  on-  the  alluvial  fans  of  the  Newberry  and 
Dead  Mountains.  This  alluvium  supports  a  sparse,  desert  shrub 
vegetation. 

Climate  -  The  air  masses  that  move  across  southern  Nevada  are  usually 
deficient  in  moisture.  The  valleys  are  arid,  whereas  the  mountains 
are  semi-arid,  receiving  somewhat  more  precipitation,  especially  in 
the  winter.  •  Aridity  best  describes  the  climate  of  the  Fort  Mohave 
area,  which  is  characterized  by  low  precipitation,  short  mild  winters, 
long  hot  summers,  abundant  sunshine,  wide  daily  fluctuations  in 
temperatures,  and  moderate  winds. 

Approximately  50  percent  of  the  annual  precipitation  occurs  during 
the  winter  months,  December  through  February.  During  the  five  summer 
months,  May  through  September,  25  percent  of  the  annual  precipitation 
is  received.  Most  of  this  comes  during  July  and  August  from  a  few 
short -duration,  high  intensity  convective  storms. 

Isopluvial  maps,  October  1971,  prepared  by  the  Special  Studies  Branch, 
Office  of  Hydrology,  Weather  Bureau,  for  the  Soil  Conservation  Service. 
show  24-hour  amounts  of  3.1  inches  and  3.5  inches  for  the  25-  and  50- 
year  frequencies.  Potential  1-hour  amounts  for  the  25-  and  50-year 

frequencies  are  1.9  inches  and  3.1  inches. 

The  mean  annual  temperature  of  the  area  is  72®F.,  with  a  maximum 
recorded' of  127°F.,  and  a  minimum  of  18*F.  There  are  approximately 
300  frost-free  growing  days  at  the  Fort  Mohave  area.  The  frost-free 
growing  season  is  considered  to  be  the  part  of  the  growing  season 
when  the  temperature  does  not  drop  below  32°F.  long  enough  to  injure 
the  frost-sensitive  crops. 

Prevailing  wind  direction  is  southerly  during  March  through  September 
with  an  average  speed  of  4-6  mph.  During  the  rest  of  the  year  it  is 
northerly,  with  an  average  speed  of  13-16  mph.  These  distinct  flow 
patterns  are  caused  respectively  by  the  presence  of  a  deep  thermal 
low-pressure  trough  over  the  interior  during  the  summer  months  and 
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frequent  outbreaks  of  cold  polar  air  masses  over  the  Great  Basin  of 
Nevada  and  Utah  during  the  winter  months .  Night  drainage  winds  in 
the  lower  few  hundred  feet  of  the  Fort  Mohave  airshed  are  generally 
northerly,  while  the  daytime  upslope  winds  are  southerly,   (Dames 
&  Moore,  "Joint  Meteorological  Report  Prepared  for  the  Fort  Mohave 
Project".   Sept.  1,  1971,  2nd  Ed.) 

Vegetation  -  The  lands  contain  two  major  vegetative  types  located 
on  the  flood  plain  and  the  alluvium. 

The  vegetation  on  the  flood  plain  is  typical  of  river  bottom  areas 
along  many  southwestern  rivers  and  consists  mainly  of  arrowweed, 
salt  cedar,  mesquite,  willow,  with  occasional  cottonwood,  smoke  tree, 
cattail,  saltbush,  acacia  and  pigmy  cedar.  A  few  annual  grasses  grow 
in  the  area;  these  are  usually  found  where  the  overstory  has  been 
burned  or  where  the  water  table  is  near  the  surface.   This  vegetative 
type  represents  approximately  2,700  acres.   It  has  been  reported  that 
smoke  trees  were  found  on  these  lands  and  that  this  was  the  furthest 
north  occurrance  of  this  species.  W.  Glen  Bradley,  in  an  article 
entitled  "Populations  of  Two  Sonoran  Desert  Plants,  and  Deductions  as 
to  Factors  Limiting  Their  Northward  Extension",  published  in  the 
Southwestern  Naturalist  of  October  20,  1966,  gives  locations  of  the 
smoke  tree  in  Nevada.  According  to  this  report,  smoke  tree  (Dalia- 
spinosa)  is  not  found  on  these  lands. 

The  alluvium  supports  a  desert  shrub  vegetation,  typical  of  alluvial 
fans  in  the  Mohave  Desert.  Primary  species  are  creosote  bush,  burro- 
bush,  cheese  bush,  assorted  cacti  (which  include  the  fishhook  barrel 
cactus),  and  scattered  incienso,  dalea,  and  beesage.  Annual  grasses 
and  weeds  appear  when  precipitation  occurs  and  conditions  are  ideal. 
This  sparse,  desert  shrub  type  represents  an  area  of  6,340  acres. 

Certain  of  the  native  vegetative  species  in  the  flood  plain  have  high 
consumptive  use  of  water  through  evapotranspiration.  These  phreaophytes 
are  salt  cedar,  arrowweed  and  mesquite.  The  rate  of  water  consumption 
for  relatively  dense  stands  of  this  vegetation  has  been  estimated  at 
between  3.5  and  8  acre  feet  per  acre  per  year. 

Little  of  the  vegetation  is  suitable  for  livestock  forage.  The  dense 
vegetation  in  the  flood  plain  does  provide  habitat  for  certain  desert 
wildlife  species,  and  burned-over,  dead  mesquite  trees  offer  a  potential 
source  of  firewood  that  presently  is  not  being  utilized. 

Soils  -  The  soils  cf  the  Fort  Mohave  area  occupy  two  principal  land 
forms:   (1)  river  flood  Plain;  and  (2)  alluvial  fans.   Soils  on  the 
nearly  level  flood  plain  are  stratified,  fine  loamy  sediments,  for 
the  most  part,  superimposed  in  a  few  places  by  sand  dunes.  A  dense 
stand  of  mesquite  and  salt  cedar  occurs  on  the  flood  plain.,  and  is 
sustained  by  a  groundwater  table  which  has  been  lowered  in  recent 
decades  by  man-made  controls  on  the  Colorado  River.  No  appreciable 
salinization  of  the  soils  resulting  from  the  drainage  condition  occurs 
at  present.   Some  salts  remained  in  the  soils  following  the  lowering 
of  the  water  table,  and  would  need  to  be  leached  prior  to  certain 
kinds  of  revegetation.  Map  No.  10,  page  22,  depicts  the  area  and 
the  soil  mapping  unit  symbols. 
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Joining  the  flood  plain  to  the  west  are.  strongly  sloping  alluvial  fans. 
The  modern  drainage  system  is  deeply  entrenched  in  these  fans  and  tends 
to  widen  and  form  deltaic  depositional  areas  where  they  join  the  flood 

plain.  The  location  of  these  alluvial  soils  is  shown  on  Map  No,  10. 

In  generals  the  soils  are  coarse  grained,  derived  mostly  from'  granitic 
rocks.  Depth  to  restrictive  material  and  slope  varies  according  to 
position  on' the  fan.  A  general  interpretation  of  the  soil  has  been 
made  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  for  its  characteristics  and  limit- 
ations as  follows: 

a.  Flood  Plain  -  The  soils  of  the  flood  plain  area,  shown  as  map 
symbol  number  10  on  Map  No.  10,  exhibit  many  characteristics  that  differ 

from  those  of  the   alluvium.  Some  of  these  are  as  follows: 

1.  About  70%  of  the  flood  plain  area,  has  slopes  of  0-2% 

.  and  are  coarse- loamy,  mixed,  calcareous  soils  that 
are  well  drained. 

2.  30%  of  the  flood  plain  are  soils  having  slopes  up  to 
4%.  These  soils  are  well  drained. 

3.  The  typical,  dominant  vegetation  of  the  flood  plain 

is  salt  cedar  and  mesquite. 

.* .     "  ■  ■. ' 

4.  Depth  to  bedrock  is  greater  than  60"  and  depth  to 

gravel  greater  than  40"  on  the  flood  plain. 

5.  The  available  water  holding  capacity  on  70%  of  the  flood 
plain  area  is  6"-8",  while  30%  of  the  area  has  a  capacity 
of  3"-4". 

6.  The  soil  shrink-swell  potential  is  low  to  moderate. 

7.  Erosion  hazards  from  wind  and  water  in  the  flood  plain 
area  are  slight  to  moderate. 

8.  The  flood  plain  soils  are  unsuitable  for  sand  and  gravel 
for  use  in  construction  or  building  material. 

9.  The  soils  are  fair  to  good  for  road  fill  material,  and 
there  are  only  slight  soil  limitations  for  such  uses  as 
dwellings,  roads,  or  streets. 

10.  There  are  severe  soil  limitations  for  use  of  the  area 
for  sanitary  landfill. 

11.  Approximately  70%  of  the  flood  plain  has  only  slight 
soil  limitations  for  septic  absorption  because  of  the 
non-plastic  fines  and  medium  to  rapid  permeability;  30% 
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of  the  area  has  severe  soil  limitations  for  septic  tank 
use  due  to  slow  permeability. 

12\  70%  of  the  area  has  moderate  soil  limitations  for  use 

as  sewage  lagoons  because  of  medium  or  slow  permeability, 
and  30%  of  the  area  has  severe  soil  limitations  due  to 
rapid  permeability. 

13.  Approximately  70%  of  the  flood  plain  is  typed  as  class 
II  arable  land  for  agricultural  use  with  irrigation  and 
class  VI  without  irrigation;  30%  is  class  III  with 

irrigation  and  class  VI  without. 

b.  Alluvium  -  This  area  has  been  divided  into  3  mapping  units, 
designated  on  Map  No.  10  as  20,  21  and  30.  V  The  following  are  soil 
characteristics  and  interpretations  for  these  mapping  units.  2/ 

Alluvium  -  Mapping  Unit  Symbol  #20 

This  represents  approximately  77%  of  the  alluvial  fan  area, 

1;  These  soils  are  coarse-loamy,  mixed  and  thermic  with 
slopes  of  2-8%,  and  a  typical  vegetation  of  creosote 
bush. 

2.  The  soils  are  well  drained  with  70%  having  depths  in 
excess  of  60"  to  bedrock  and  40"  to  gravel.  An  area 
of  about  30%  has  depths  of  20"-40"  to  hardpan. 

3.  The  available  water  holding  capacity  varies  from  1.5" 
to  4.5". 

4.  Profile  permeability  on  70%  of  the  area  is  medium  to 
rapid,  and  slow  on  the  remaining  30%. 

5.  The  soil  shrink- swell  potential  is  low  with  all  of  the 

area  having  non-plastic  fines  and  lew  plasticity. 

6.  Wind  and  water  erosion  on  70%  of  the'  area  is  moderate. 


and  slight  for  the  remaining  30 


1/  SCS,  USDA,  Extensive  Soil  Mapping  and  Reconnaissance  of  Fort 

Mohave  and  preliminary  data  and  interpretations,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

2/  (The  Asphalt  Institute,  "Soils  Manual  for  Design  of  Asphalt  Pave- 
ment Structures,  Manual  Series  No.'  10  (MS- 10),  February  1969) 
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7.  The  area  is  poor  for  uses. of  sand  and  gravel  for  con- 
struction or  building  material. 

8.  About  70%  of  the  area  has  medium  to  rapid  permeability 
and  is  good  for  road  fill  material.  The  remaining  area 
is  poor. 

9.  Soil  limitations  for  septic  tank  fields  on  over  70%  of 
the  area  are  slight;  the  remaining  area  has  severe  limit- 
ations due  to  soil  depth  and  the  hardpan  layer. 

10.  Use  of  the  area  for  sewage  lagoons  has  severe  soil  limit- 
ations due  to  soil  permeability  and  depth. 

11.  70%  of  the  area  has  moderate  soil  limitations  for  sani- 
tary landfill  purposes  with  severe  limitations  on  the 
remainder  due  to  the  hardpan. 

12.  Use  of  the  alluvium  for  dwellings,  roads  and  streets  has 
slight  to  moderate  soil  limitations. 

13. •  Over  70%  of  this  mapping  unit  is  typed  as  class  III  arable 
lands  for  agricultural  use  with  irrigation  and  30%  class 
IV.  All  of  the  area  is  class  VII  without  irrigation. 

Alluvium  -  Mapping  Unit  Symbol  #21 

This  represents  about  22%  of  the  alluvial  fan  area. 

1.  These  are  loamy  and  sandy  skeletal,  mixed,  and  thermic 
soils  with  slopes  ranging  from  4  to  15%,  and  a  typical 
vegetation  of  creosote  and  burrobrush. 

2.  This  area  is  well  drained  and  located  primarily  in  the 
northern  and  southwestern  portions  of  the  Fort  Mohave 
Act  lands. 

3.  About  55%  of  the  area  has  soil  depths  in  excess  of  60" 
and  45%  of  the  20"-40"  to  bedrock.  Depth  to  gravel  is 
from  10"  to  20", 

4.  The  available  water  holding  capacity  of  these  soils  varies 
from  1.5  to  4  inches . 

5.  55%  of  the  area  has  a  rapid  profile  permeability,  with 
the  remainder  having  a  slow  permeability.  The  overall 
shrink-swell  potential  for  the  area  is  low. 

■6.  The  area  is  composed  of  silty-gravels  and  gravel-sand | 
silt  mixtures-  with  non-plastic  fines  or  fines  with  low1 
plasticity. 
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7.  Overall  water  erosion  hazard  Is  moderate,  with  erosion 
from  wind  slight  to  moderate, 

8.  The  soil  has  poor  suitability  for  sand  and  gravel. 

9.  About  55%  o£  the  area  has  good  suitability  for  roadfill 
material,  with  the  remainder  rated  as 


10.  5S%  of  the  area  has  moderate, soil  limitations  for  septic 
tank  use  due  to  slope.s  wMle  the  renaining  area  has 

severe  limitations  because  of  excessive  slope. 

11.  Permeability  and  soil  depth  are  factors  which  place 
severe  soil  1 imitations  on  using  the  land  for  sewage 
lagoons . 

12.  55%  of  the  area  is  moderately  useful  for  sanitary  land- 
fill purposes,  while  the  reaainder  has  severe  limitations 
due  to  shallow  soils. 

13.  There  are  moderate  soil  limitations  for  use  of  the  land 
•  for  dv/el lings,  roads  and  streets. 


14.  Over  half  of  the  area  is  rated  as  class  IV  arable 
with  irrigation.  The  rest  is  not  rated  because  of 
unsuitability.  ■  Without  irrigation,,  all  of  the  area  is 
rated  as  subclass  VII. 

Alluvium  -  Mapping  Symbol  #50 

This  represents  about  1%  of  the  alluvial  fan  area. 

1.  This  is  an  extremely  variable  soil  type  with  15  to  70% 
slopes,  varying  in  depths  to  .bedrock  and  gravel,  and 
slight  to  severe  problems  with  water  and  wind  erosion. 
Because  of  the  excessive  slopes  and  varying  soil  depths, 
there  are  severe  soil  limitations  for  uses  of  the  land 
for  septic  tanks ,  sewage  lagoons,  sanitary  landfills, 
dwellings,  streets  and  roads.  The. area  is  poor  to  fair 
for  sand  and  gravel  or  road  fill. 

Topography  -  Topography  can  best  be  described  as  two  major  features; 
(1)  the  flood  plain  below  the  510'  contour  line;  and  (2)  the  alluvial 
fan  above  510s  elevation.  Map  No.  9  on  page  21  shows  the  general 
topography  of  the  area. 

The  flood  plain  elevation  varies  from  about  490 '  along  the  Colorado 

River  to  the  high  water  mark  of  510'  to  the  west,  which  is  generally 
considered  the  west,  boundary  of  the  flood  plain.  This  area  has  slopes 
of  0-2%,  with  some  portions  reaching  4%  slopes.  The  general  overview 
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is  that  o£  a  relatively  level  flood  plain,  with  closer  inspection 
revealing  localized  small  hummocks,  sand. dunes,  and  small  wash  channels. 
This  land  form  feature  comprises  about  1,646  acres  of  the  land. 

The. alluvial  fan  starts  at  the  510f  elevation  at  the  west  edge  of  the 
flood  plain  and  rises  in  elevation  westward  up  to  the  lower  alluvial 
slopes  of  the  Newberry  and  Dead  Mountains,  to  a  maximum  height  of 
1,560s  in  the  extreme  northwest  corner.  The  topography  of  the  alluvium 
is  characterized  by  slopes  of  8  to  10%,  with  local  abrupt  changes  as 
high  as  30  to  70%.  Numerous  dry  washes  and  channels  dissect  the 
alluvial  materials  on  their  way  eastward  to  the  Colorado  River. 

Geology  (Rush,  F.E.;  and  Charles  J.  Huxel,  Jr.,  USGS,  "Ground-Water 
Appraisal  of  the  Eldorado-Piute  Valley  area,  Nevada  and  California". 
Nev-Dept.  of  C§NR  -Reconn.  Ser.  No.  36  (1966).) 

The  primary  geological  features  of  the  area  can  be  divided  into  two 
parts:   (1)  consolidated  rocks;  and  (2)  alluvium.  The  consolidated 
rocks  are  a  .complex  of  Preeambrian  igneous  and  metamorphic  rocks  con- 
sisting of  gneiss,  schist  and  granite,  which- form  the  Newberry 'and 
Dead  Mountains  to  the  north  and  southwest  of  the  Fort  Mohave  area. 
Some  tertiary  sedimentary  rocks  consisting  of  non-marine  elastics 
in  some  places  interbedded  with  flow  and  pyxoclastic  rocks,  and  fresh 
water  limestone  are  also  formed.   In  general,  the  consolidated  rocks 
are  relatively  impermeable  and  are  not  important  as  sources  of  ground- 
water. 

All  unconsolidated  to  semiconsolidated  alluvial  deposits  cover  most 
of  the  area,  including  the  flood  plain.  This  alluvium  probably  ranges 
in  age  from  Pliocene  to  Recent,  with  most  of  the  exposed  material  to 
be  of  Quaternary  age.  The  alluvial  aprons  of-  the  Colorado  River 
Valley  are  underlain:.by  lenticular  beds  of  gravel,  sand,  silt,  clay 
eroded  from  adjacent  mountains.  Coarse  alluvial  materials  are  con- 
tained in  numerous  washes  cutting  the  alluvial  aprons.  Older  alluvial 
terrace  deposits,  scattered  lake  deposits,  and  dissected  alluvial  fan 
deposits  occur  in  the  Colorado  River  Valley.  This  alluvium  forms  the 
principal  groundwater  reservoir  in  the  area. 

Reports  from  the  Environmental  Science  Laboratory  in  Las  Vegas  in- 
dicate little  or  no  recorded  seismic  activity  in  the  Fort  Mohave  area 
or  any  activity  west  of  Kingman,  Arizona.  The  nearest  seismic  activity 
o£  any  consequence  (over  3  on  the  Richter  Scale)  has  been  at  Nelson, 
Nevada,  approximately  50  miles  north  of  the  Fort  Mohave  area.  Some 
minor  faulting  occurs  between  the  tertiary  volcanics  and  preeambrian 
rocks  immediately  west  of  Davis  Dam.   (Geology  and  Mineral  Deposits  of 
Clark  County,  Nevada,  Nevada  Bureau  of  Mines,  Bulletin  #62,  Plate  No. 
1,  1965).  Another  small  fault  zone  is  located  in  the  Dead  Mountains 
southwest  of  Fort  Mohave  in  California.  Little  or  no  seismic  activity 
of  any  consequence  has  been  reported  for  these  areas. 
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Water  -  There  are  two  sources  of  water  for  the  area;  (1)  surface  water1 
from  the  Colorado  River,  and  (2)  groundwater.  This  section  will  ex- 
amine the  amount  of  water  available ,  the  amount  being  used  and  the 
quality,  both  for  the  present  and  in  the  future,  provided  the  lands 
under  consideration  are  left  in  their  present  state. 

Surface  Water  -  Surface  water  exists  in  the  Colorado  River.  At  one 
time  the  Colorado  Was  a  wild,  meandering  stream  with  periods  of  fre- 
quent flooding.   The  Boulder  Canyon  Project  Act,  which  became  law  on 
December  21,  1928  authorized,  among  other  things,  the  construction  of 
Hoover  Dam  "for  the  purpose  of  controlling  the  floods,  improving 
navigation,  and  regulating  the  flow  of  the  Colorado  River".  The 
Colorado  River  Front  Work  and  Levee  System  was  authorized  by  several 
acts  of  Congress  beginning  as  early  as  1925.  An  Act  passed  June  28, 
1946,  authorised  appropriations  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  for,  among 
other  things,  the  operating  and  maintaining  of  the  Colorado  River  front 
and  levee  system  in  Arizona,  Nevada  and  California.  These  have  been 
constructed  as  well  as  the  previous  construction  of  Davis  Dam  in  1953. 
The  reach  of  the  Colorado  River  which  borders  the  proposed  development 
area  is  now  relatively  well  controlled  and  regulated.  However,  according 
to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  the  possibility  of  destructive  flooding 
cannot  be  considered  negligible.   The  levee-design  flood  through  the 
Mohave  Valley  has  flows  varying  from  50,000  cfs  to  70,000  cfs  from  Davis 
Dam  to  Topock.   It  consists  of  both  releases  from  Davis  Dam  and  tributary 
inflows  below  Davis  Dam.   (Flood  Plain  Information,  Colorado  River,  Davis 
Dam  to  Topock,  USDI,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  March  1969). 

Another  source  of  water  at  this  site  is  from  short  duration  high- 
intensity  convective  storms  that  may  occur  during  the  summer.  These 
storms  are  capable  of  producing  overland  flow  of  considerable  mag- 
nitude on  the  Fort  Mohave  development  area. 

The  Big  Bend  Watershed,  having  a  drainage  area  of  23.43  square  miles  - 
of  which  approximately  2  square  miles  is  within  the  Fort  Mohave  area 
has  a  high  potential  for  producing  large  flood  flows. 

The  U.S.  Soil  Conservation  Service  reports  the  following  for  the  Big 
Bend  Watershed  comprising  a  portion  of  the  lands: 

"A  summer  convection  type  storm  is  the  most  probable  threat 
to  flooding  in  this  area.  A  study  of  precipitation  records 
at  Searchlight,  Nevada  shows  the  maximum  24-hour  rainfall 
since  1948  to  have  been  2.26  inches.  This  data  indicates 
24-hour  precipitation  rates  of  2.4  inches  and  3.0  inches  for 
the  25  year  and  50  year  frequency  storms,  respectively.   The 
hydrologic  characteristic  of  these  drainages  indicates  a 
rather  high  runoff  potential.  This  is  based  only  on  visual 
inspection  of  the  area  from  the  air  without  supporting  data 
on  soils  and  ground  cover.  A  hydrologic  soil  group  (D)  was 
assumed  as  a  runoff  curve  of  90  used  in  estimating  peak  flows. 
The  drainage  area  comprises  23.43  square  miles.  A  25  year 
storm  would  have  5,300  cfs  runoff  and  a  50  year  storm  7,800  cfs." 
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The  State  of  Nevada  recw..wW  a  net  consumptive  use  allocation  of 

300,000  acre  feet  of  water  under  the  Colorado  River  Compact  which 
divided  the  water  of  the  Colorado  River  between  the  states  and  Mexico. 
Litigation  over  the  compact  resulted  in  a  Supreme  Court  decree  dated 
March  9,  1964,  confirming  the  300,000  acre  feet  allocation.  The  ■ 
decree  also  allocated  12,534  acre  feet  of  water  to  Nevada  for  use  on 
the  tori   Mohave  Indian  Reservation  in  Nevada,  out  of  Nevada's  300,000 
acre  feet  allotment.  Such  quantity  of  water  is  available  to  the 
State  of  Nevada  only  if  the  Secretary,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
determines  that  7,500,000  acre  feet  of  water  are  available  annually 
for  use  by  Arizona,  Nevada"  and  California.  By  Treaty  of  1944  Mexico 
is  entitled  to  1,500,000  acre  feet  of  quality  water.  The  Colorado 
River  Commission  of  Nevada  is  a  joint  party  with  the  United  States 
in  allocating  by  contract  the  300,000  acre  feet.  The  following  table 
is  a  summary  of  existing  contracts  for  the  Colorado  River  water. 
(Colorado  River  Commission  of  Nevada,  January  27,  .1972). 
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COLORADO  RIVER  COMMISSION  OF  NEVADA 


CONTRACTOR 

Las  Vegas  Valley  W.D- 

Basic  Management  Inc.* 

Southern  Nevada  W.P. 

Southern  California  Edison 

Boulder  City 

Rio  Alto  Vista 

Johns  Manville 

National  Park  Service** 

Bureau  of  Mines** 

Ramelli 

Portenier 

Wiebke 

Cavanagh 

Welles 

Lakeview  Co. 

TOTAL 


SUMMARY  OP  EXISTING  CONTRACTS  FOR  COLO] 

*AD0  RIVER  WATER 
1990 

1971 

2006 

CONTRACT 

CONTRACT 

CONTRACT 

QUANTITY 

QUANTITY 

QUANTITY 

U.S.  CONTRACT  NO. 

AP/YR 

AF/YR 

AF/YR 

14-06-300-2130 

15,407 

0 

0 

14-06-300-2083 

41,277 

32,587 

32,587 

14-06-300-1974 

138,000 

138,000 

138,000 

14-06-300-1876 

30,000 

30,000 

0 

14-06-300-978 

5,890 

5,890 

5,890 

14-06-300-2053 

380 

380 

380 

14-06-300-1518 

928 

928 

928 

14-06-300-1216 

55 

55 

55 

14-06-300-1215 

280 

280 

280 

14-06-300-2056 

5 

5 

5 

14-06-300-1527 

42 

42 

42 

14-06-300-1526 

15 

15 

15 

14-06-300-1525 

8 

8 

8 

14-06-300-1524 

8 

8 

8 

14-06-300-1523 

120 

120 

120 

232,415 


208,318 


178,318 


*  Quantity  in  contract  will  not  decrease  in  1990  unless  the  City  of  Henderson  decides  to  discontinue 
taking  water  from  BMI. 

**  Subject  to  available  capacity  in  Boulder  City  (Bureau  of  Reclamation)  system. 

Note:   Since  1971,  there  has  been  a  contract  written  with  the  Nevada  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
(No.  14-06-300-2408)  for  25  acre  feet  of  water  per  year. 
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Water  under  contract  for  1971  was  232,415  acre  feet,  plus  12,534  acre 
feet  of  water  allocated  to  the  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Reservation  in  Nevadc 
for  a  total  of  244,949  acre  feet.  55,051  acre  feet  remains  available 
for  other  uses,  not  counting  return  flow  credits.   The  Colorado  River 
Commission  has  also  issued  a  contract  containing  options  for  the  del- 
ivery of  an  additional  166,000  acre  feet  of  water.   This  would  exceed 
the  300,000  acre  feet  allocated  to  Nevada  if  the  options  were  honored 
and  no  return  flow  was  credited  to  the  State  of  Nevada.   However,  the 
option  contract  states  that  the  options  are  subject  to  construction 
of  additional  stages  of  the  Southern  Nevada  Water  system,  availability 
of  water  and  payment  of  charges . 

The  water  level  of  the  Colorado  River  below  Davis  Dam  fluctuates 
greatly  from  day  to  day.  Water  demands  downstream  are  determined 
daily  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation;  this  daily  allotment  is  re- 
leased from  Davis  Dam  on  an  hourly  pattern  with  peak  releases  coin- 
ciding with  times  of  peak  electrical  power  demand.   This  summer 
operation  causes  a  fluctuation  of  river  water  surface  of  almdst  seven 
feet  each  day.  During  the  winter  season  when  downstream  watdr  demands 
are  lower,  the  operation  of  the  dam  is  irregular,  and  releases  vary 
in  a  smaller  range. 

The  water  quality  standards  for  the  Colorado  River  from  Davie  Dam  to 
the  California  state  boundary  were  developed  by  the  State  conferees 
in  the  matter  of  pollution  of  the  interstate  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River  and  its  tributaries  at  a  series  of  meetings  during  1966  and  1967. 
These  standards  were  than  adopted  by  the  State  of  Nevada  as  Water 
Pollution  Control  Regulations. 

(State  of  Nevada,  Bureau  of  Environmental  Health,  Carson  City,  Nevada, 
July  16,  1957  and  as  amended  July  1,  1967). 

The  following  are  the  water  quality  standards: 

Temperature  °C 


Single  summer  value 
Winter  single  value 

PH  Units 


not  more  than  20  (68°F) 
not  more  than  14  (58°F) 


Annual  Median within  range  7.5  -  8.0 

Single  Value within  range  6.5  -  8.5 

Dissolved  Oxygen  -  mg/1 

Average  (June  Through  September)  .......  not  less  than  6.0 

Single  value not  less  than  5 . 0 

BOD  -  mb/1 

Single  value not  more  than  3 
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Phosphates  (P04)  -  mg/1 

(Pending  further  analysis) 

Nitrates  (NO,)  -  mg/1 

(Tentative) 

Single  value 

Annual  average  ....,.....,, 


not  more  than  7.0 
not  more  than  5.0 


The  standards  are  compromised  by  the  following  statement  in  the  guide- 
lines agreed  to.  "Such  standards  will  not  be  used  to  restrict  reason- 
able uses  and  development  of  each  State's  apportionment  of  water  in 

the  Colorado  River  System."  Present  water  temperatures 
are  presently  above  the  prescribed  standards. 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  monitors,  in  cooperation  with 
others,  the   present  water  quality  of  the  Colorado  River.  Their  mea- 
surements of  the  River  for  the  period  July  31,  1969  to  June  17,  1972 

are  as  follows; 


Below  Davis  Dam 


Topock 


Max. 

Mean 

Max. 

Mean 

21.5 

15.3 

22.0 

16..  4 

8.4 

7.8 

8.3 

8.0 

-  rag/1 

11.7 

9.2 

- 

- 

-  mg/1 

_ 

■. 

mg/1 

.90 

.41 

.54 

.39 

-  mg/1 

790.0 

.716.7 

771.0 

745.9 

110.0 

95.7 

99.0 

94.6 

360.0 

329.1 

350.0 

329.6 

Temperature  °C 
ph  Units 

Dissolved  Oxygen 
BOD  -  mg/1 
Phosphates  (P04) 
Nitrates  (NO-)  - 
Dissolved  solids 
Chlorides  -  mg/1 
Sulfates  ~  mg/1 

They  also  collect  information  on  HC0_,  CO,,  CA,  MG,  NA,  K,  F,  Silicon, 
Boron,  Iron  and  Ammonia. 

This  area  of  Nevada  has  a  very  high  evaporation  rate.  The  Pacific 
Southwest  Comprehensive  Framework  Studies,  Appendix  5  "Water  Resource" 
indicates  82  inches  per  year  of  evaporation  from  a  free  water  surface. 

Groundwater  -  A  groundwater  appraisal  covering,  the  area  under  consid- 
eration has  been  prepared  by  the  State  of  Nevada,  Department  of  Con- 
servation and  Natural  Resources,  in  cooperation  with  the  Geological 

Survey,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior.  This  report  is  called  Water 
Resources  -  Reconnaissance  Series  Report  36,  dated  February  1966. 

This  area  is  located  in  the  Colorado  River  Valley,  South  of  Davis  Dam 
and  the  Newberry  Mountains.  The  valley  widens  to  form  a  basin,  the 
floor  of  which  is  the  Colorado  River.  This  basin  extends  southward 
to  the  Mohave' Mountains  in  the  Chemehuevi  Range.  The  streams  other 
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than  the  Colorado  River  are  intermittent  and  carry  water  only  after 
snow  or  rain  storms.  The  channels  of  streams  consist  of  steep  walled 
canyons  in  the  mountains  and  washes  filled  with  coarse  flood-deposited 
debris  on  the  valley  slope    When  the  streams  in  the  area  flow,  most 
of  the  water  is  absorbed  by  the  alluvial  deposits  underlying  the  valley 
slopes.  The  short  canyons  and  washes  draining  the  west'  slopes  of  the 
Colorado  River  Valley  extend  to  the  river. 

The  unconsolidated  alluvium,  where  saturated,  forms  the  best  aquifer 
in  the  area.  The  consolidated  rocks  are  relatively  impermeable  and, 
except  where  they  give  rise  to  springs,  are  not  important  as  sources 
of  groundwater. 

The  estimated  average  annual  groundwater  recharge  in  this  area  is  less 
than  200  acre  feet  per  year.  There  is  little  development  or  use  of 
the  groundwater  resource  in  this  area  at  the  present  time. 

In  the  Colorado  River  Valley  the  movement  of  groundwater  is  eastward 
toward  the  shallow-water  phreatophyte  area  along  the  flood  plain  of 
the  river.  Eugene  F.  Rush  of  the  Geological  Survey,  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior,  has  estimated  that  the  consumptive  use  by  phreato- 
phytes  on  approximately  2,600  acres  of  the  land  under  consideration 
is  at  least  5,000  acre  feet.  However,  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
in  an  earlier  report  indicates  the  transpiration  rate  to  be  between 
3.5  to  8  acre  feet  per  acre  per  year.  This  would  indicate  that  at 
least  9,100  acre  feet  of  water  is  presently  used  by  phreatophytes. 

The  chemical  quality  of  the  groundwater  is  considered  only  fair  to 
poor  for  agricultural  use.  The  quality  is  considered  generally  fair 
to  poor  for  domestic  use,  principally  because  it  is  high  in  total 
solids. 

Present  Sewage  Treatment  -  Sewage  treatment  varies  greatly  in  the 
region,  but  includes  primary,  secondary  and  septic  tanks  depending 
on  the  State  and  County.  New  water  quality  standards  and  their 
enforcement  will  result  in  a  demand  to  improve  the  type  of  treatment. 
Tertiary  treatment  would  remove  most  of  the  phosphates  and  nitrates, 
but  would  not  remove  the  other  dissolved  solids,  principally  chlorides 
or  sulfates.  No  attempt  has  been  made  to  identify  the  biological 
enhancement  and  the  resultant  fish  carrying  capacity  if  a  limited 
amount  of  bionutrients  were  added  to  the  river  in  this  area. 

Land  sales  contracts  issued  by  the  Colorado  River  Commission  of 
Nevada  provide  for  secondary  treatment  plants  with  this  treated  water 
being  used  for  irrigation  and  evaporation  with  no  return  flow  to  the 
Colorado  River.  The  community  type  developments  across  the  river  in 
Arizona  including  Bullhead  City  are  mostly  on  septic  tanks.  Gen- 
erally, the  septic  tanks  are  in  alluvial  type  soil  and  there  is  a 
possibility  they  seep  directly  into  the  river.  Clark  County,  Nevada 
has  closed  the  area  south  of  Davis  Dam  to  septic  tanks.  The  Fort 
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Mohave  Indian  Reservation  has  been  leased  for  development.  Their  plans 
call  for  sewage  treatment  plants.  However,  the  type  of  treatment  or 
the  method  of  disposal  of  the  treated  water  is  not  known. 

Without  strict  enforcement  of  present  water  quality  standards,  as 
well  as  the  setting  of  strict  standards  for  dissolved  solids,  prin- 
cipally chlorides  and  sulfates,  water  quality  will  continue  to 
deteriorate. 

Air 

Air  movement,  wind  direction  and  intensities  are  discussed  under  the 
section  on  Climate.  The  "Dames  and  Moore,  Joint  Meteorological  Report" 
prepared  for  five  southwest  power  generating  stations,  dated  Sep- 
tember 1,  1971,  indicates  that  the  area  is  in  a  very  large  air  shed 
including  southern  Nevada,  southwest  Utah  and  northwest  Arizona.  The 
Mohave  Generating  Station  is  located  on  land  near  the  area  under  study. 
Apparently  the  extent  of  the  air  shed  depends  on  particle  size, 
meteorological  parameters  such  as  wind  speed  and  direction,  turbulence, 
temperature,  general  movement  of  air  masses  and  topography. 

The  following  tables  from  the  Clark  County  District  Health  Department 
indicate  the  thickness  and  occurrence  of  air  inversions  in  the  Las 
Vegas  air  shed.  This  air  shed  is  a  sub-air  shed  of  the  previous. 
Even  though  much  of  this  information  is  not  applicable  to  the  Fort 
Mohave  area,  some  of  the  general  conditions  apply,  especially  the 
testimony  of  R.  J.  Fiorto.  The  Clark  County  District  Board  of  Health 
has  adopted  Air  Quality  Standards.  These  standards  are  the  same  as 
the  State  of  Nevada  Standards,  but  they  include  a  statement  to  the 
effect  that  adoption  of  such  standards  are  not  considered  in  any 
manner  to  allow  significant  deterioration  of -existing  air  quality  in 
any  portion  of  Clark.  County. 
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DISTRICT  HEALTH  DEPARTMENT.,  CLARK  COUNTY 
Air  Pollution  Control  Division 

SURFACE  INVERSION  OCCURRENCE 
October  1964  -  September  1966,  Incl. 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada 


By 

Months 

By  Height 

Occurrence 

Inversion 

Occurrence 

Month 

%  Days 

Thickness,  Ft. 

200 

%  Days 

January 

87 

0.3 

February 

80 

300 

21.2 

March 

85 

400 

7,5 

April 

79 

500 

4.5 

May 

74 

600 

5.4 

June 

90 

700 

6.5 

July 

85 

800 

7.4 

August 

88 

900 

5.3 

September 

86 

1000 

4.6 

October 

92 

1100 

5.2 

November 

86 

1200 

3.9 

December 

83 

1300 

1.5 

All  Months 

84 

1400 

2.8 

1500 

1.0 

1600 

1.7 

1700 

1.5 

1800 

1.0 

1900 

0.7 

2000  " 

0.1 

over  2000 

2.0 

1500  and  less 

77.2 

Computed  from  meteorological  soundings  furnished  by  U.S.  Weather 

Bureau  Station,  McCarran  Airport,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada. 
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LOW -LEVEL  (BELOW  500  FT.)  INVERSION  CLOUD  COVER 
AND  SURFACE  WIND  OCCURRENCE,  LAS  VEGAS,  NEV. 
(Extracted  from  Monthly  Weather  Review. 
Vol,  89,  September  1961,  .pp.  319-339.) 

1.  Percent  of  total  hours  of  inversion  (2-year  period,  1957-1959) 

Winter  54 

Spring  39 

Summer  37  - 

Fall  50 

Annual  45 

2.  Percent  frequency  of  days  with  nocturnal  inversions  (2-year 
period,  1957-1959) 

Winter  92 

Spring  86 

Summer  89 

Fall  90 

Annual  89 

3.  Percent  of  night-time  hours  with  cloud  cover  3/10  or  less 
(5-year  period). 


Winter 

60+ 

Spring 

70 

Summer 

80+ 

Fall 

80+ 

Annual 

70+ 

4.  Percent  of  night-time  hours  with  wind  speed  7  mph.  or  less 
(5-year  period) 


Winter 

80+ 

Spring 

80+ 

Summer ' 

90 

Fall 

90 

Annual 

80+ 

5.  Percent  of  night-time  hours  with  cloud  cover  3/10  or  less  and 
wind  speed  7  mph.  or  less  (5-year  period) 


Winter 

70 

Spring 

70 

Summer 

70+ 

Fall 

80+ 

Annual 

70+ 

This  information  indicates  the  most  critical  month  for  air  inversions 
is  February. 
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Testimony -of  R.  J.  Fiorto,  the  Assistant  Director  of  the  Air  Pollution 

Control  Division  of  the  Clark  County,  Nevada  Health  Department,  in- 
dicates the  following  for  the  Las  Vegas  Valley: 

"1.  Topographic  features  aggravate  atmospheric  pollution 
problems.  Atmospheric  inversion  conditions  exist  for  about 
3600  hours  per  year.  These  occur  most  frequently  between 
November  and  January. 

,g>  2.   Indications  are  that  50%  of  the  surface  inversions  occur 

at  mixing  heights  of"  700  feet  or  lower  from  ground  level.  This 
means  that  at  least  50%  of  the  time  during  the  year,  the  sur- 
face inversion  height  is  700  feet  or  less. 

3.  The  inversion  level  with  respect  to  the  ground  determines 
0                   total  volume  of  air  that  is  available  for  mixing  with  the 

pollutant  being  generated  at  the  surface.  As  the  volume  o£ 

air  for  mixing  decreases,  the  concentration  of  pollutants  in 
the  ambient  air  will  increase. 

4.  Generally  in  the  absence  of  daylight  cloud  cover,  the 

<g>  surface  inversion  burns  off  as  the  valley  floor  heats  up  and 

the  trapping  layer  of  warm  air  is  thus  eliminated  to  ventilate 
pollutant  concentrations  to  the  upper  atmosphere. 

5.  Air  inversions  occur  almost  90%  of  the  time  on  an  annual 
daily  basis.  Relatively  stagnant  wind  conditions  occur  over 

9  a  high  percentage  of  the  time.  These  conditions  are  normally 

offset  by  solar  heating  during  the  day  which  raises  or  dis- 
sipates the  inversion.  Wind  speed  normally  increases  at  that 
time,  which  provides  lateral  dispersion  of  the  pollutants. 
Emergency  conditions  from  an  air  pollution  standpoint  can  arise 
if  the  more  highly  dispersive  conditions  do  not  occur  on  a 

#  daily  cycle  and  stagnant  conditions  persist  for  two  to  three 

days  or  longer." 

These  figures  and  statements  refer  to  the  Las  Vegas  Valley,  which  is  in 
the  same  large  air  shed;  However,  it  is  believed  there  are  sub-air 
sheds,  of  which  the  Colorado  River  valley  would  be  one.  The  air 

#  probably  does  not  contain  the  amount  of  pollutants  as  the  air  in  the 

Las  Vegas  Valley,  even  when  considering  the  present  background  (Levels 
from  the  Mohave  Generating  Station  and  urban  areas  in  the  region. 
However,  air  quality  problems  could  develop  with  ground  level,  emissions 
associated  with  further  urban  and  recreational  development. 

#  The  following  are  the  air  quality  standards  for  the  State  of  Nevada 

adopted  by  the  Commission  of  Environmental  Protection  and  approved 
by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 
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The  following' air  contaminant  concentrations  shall  not  be  exceeded 
at  any  single  point  in  the  ambient  air: 

"Sulfur  oxides  as  sulfur  dioxide 

Annual  arithmetic  mean  ............  60  ug/M  (.02  ppm) 

Maximum  24-hour  concentration  .....  260  ug/M3  (0.1  ppm) 

Maximum  3-hour  concentration  1,300  ug/M3  (0.5  ppm) 

Particulate  matter 

z 

Annual  geometric  mean 60  ug/M 

Maximum  24-hour  concentration  .....  150  ug/M 

Carbon  monoxide 

Maximum  8-hour  concentration  • 10*000  ug/M3  (9.0  ppm) 

Maximum  1-hour  concentration  40,000  ug/M3  (35.0  ppm) 

Photochemical  oxidant 

Maximum  1-hour  concentration  160  ug/M  (.08  ppm) 

Hydrocarbons  (non-methane  fraction) 

Maximum  3-hour  concentration  between       , 

6:00  a.m.  and  9:00  a.m. 160  ug/M  (0.24  ppm) 

Nitrogen  dioxide  - 

Annual  arithmetic  mean  ............  160  ug/M3  (.05  ppm) 

All  values  corrected  to  reference  conditions. 
Definitions: 

ug/M  -  micrograms  per  cubic  meter 

ppm  -  parts  per  million  by  volume 

These  ambient  air  quality  standards  are  minimum  goals  and  it  is  the 
intent  of  these  regulations  to  protect  the  existing  quality  of  Nevada's 
air  to  the  extent  that  it  is  economically  and  technically  feasible." 

Air  Quality  Implementation  Plan  for  the  State  of  Nevada  dated  January 
30,  1972  (the  plan  has  been  mostly  approved  by  EPA)  indicates  the  Sub- 
stantial Endangerment  Level  for  various  pollutants.  These  are: 
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1000  ug/M3  or  8  COH's 

2620  ug/M3  or  I  ppm 

57. S  mg/M3  or  50  ppm 

144  mg/M3  or  125  ppm 

938  ug/M3  or  0.5  ppm 

3750  ug/M3  or  2  ppm 

86.3  mg/M3  or  75  ppm 

800  ug/M3  or  0.4  ppm 

1200  ug/M3  or  0.6  ppm 

1400  ug/M3  or  0.7  ppm" 

There  are  a  total  of  19  monitoring  stations  in  the  area  which  monitor 
air  quality -on  a  regular  basis.  These  stations  sample  for  particulates, 
sulfur  dioxide,  nitric  oxide,  nitrogen  dioxide,  carbon  monoxide  and 
photochemical  oxidents.  The  following  table  compares  the  Federal  Air 
Quality  Standards  to  the  existing  Las  Vegas  Air  Quality. 

Federal  A.Q.       Existing  Las  Vegas 

Pollutant Stds  ug/M3 A.Q.  ug/M3 

PRI. 

Particulates 


Particulates  -  24  hr.  ave 

so2 

-  24  h: 

f.  ave. 

CO  - 

8  hr. 

ave. 

CO  - 

I  hr. 

ave . 

NO  2 

-  24  hr.  ave. 

NO  2 

-  1  hr 

ave. 

CO  - 

4  hr. 

ave. 

o3  - 

4  hr. 

ave. 

03  " 

2  hr. 

ave. 

03  - 

1  hr. 

ave. 

so2 


75 

AGM 

260 

24 

Hr. 

Max. 

SEC. 

60 

AGM 

150 

24 

Hr. 

Max. 

PRI. 

137 


368 


80  AAM 

365 

24  Hr.  Max. 
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SEC. 

60  MM 

260 

24  Hr. 

Max 

10  PPM 
8  Hr. 

Max 

40  PPM 
I  Hr. 

Max 

CO  10  PPM  28.6 


31.6 


OX  160  478 

1  Hr.  Max. 


N02  100  AAM  38 

This  information  may  not  be  representative  of  the  Fort  Mohave  sub-air 
shed.  The  Clark  County  District  Health  Department  has  measured  in  this 
area  particulate  concentration  of  39  micrograms  per  cubic  meter  AGM 
and  149  micrograms  per  cubic  meter  as  the  maximum  24  hour  average. 
The  State  air  quality  plan  for  Clark  County  has  been  approved  by   EPA. 
However,  compliance  schedules  of  the  industries  in  the  County  have  not 
been  approved  by  EPA  but  are  in  the  review  process  at  the  present  time. 

The  Desert  Research  Institute  of  the  University  of  Nevada  has  been 
monitoring  the  air  quality  of  the  Mohave  Valley  near  the  Mohave  Gen- 
erating Station.  This  work  was  accomplished  under  contract  with 
Southern  California  Edison  Company. 

The  following  is  one  of  their  concluding  statements: 

"The  results  of  nearly  four  years  of  the  Atmospheric  Survey 
with  respect  to  Mohave  Station  have  been  carefully  reviewed, 
Air  quality  in  the  region  prior  to  station  operation  was 
found  to  be  pristine  except  for  particulates  which  are  high 
due  to  the  indigenous  dustiness  of  the  desert.  The  station 
has  been  operating  over  the  past  two  years  of  the  study  per- 
iod and  no  significant  station  influences  on  ground  level 
air  quality  has  been  observed.  This  finding  is  underscored 
by  the  fact  that  over  800  separate  24  hour  observations  of 
sulfur  dioxide  have  shown  the  level  of  this  contaminant  to 
be  equivalent  of  that  found  in  remote  areas  of  the  globe." 

Their  recordings  were  taken  at  ground  level  and  generally  indicate 
higher  levels  of  particulates,  SO2,  N02,  and  NO  south  of  the  Mohave 
Generating  Station  than  at  the  Station  or  north  of  the  Station, 
This  would  be  due  to  the  urbanization  south  of  the  Station  along 
the  Colorado  River  in  Arizona.  The  present  air  quality  in  this 
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area  is  barely  above  background  levels  except  for  particulates.  This 

would  be  due  primarily  to  construction  activities. 

The  following  tables  indicate  the  present  quality  of  the  air  north  and 
west  of  the  Mohave  Generating  Station,  except  for  SO,  which  is  pres- 
ently only  at  background  levels. 

ATMOSPHERIC  SURVEY 

MOHAVE  GENERATING  STATION 

Pre-Operation  Results  -  1969-1970* 

SO-,    5  ppb 


NO. 


5  ppb 


Total  Sulfation     5  mg  100  cm  mo"* 
Particulates       80g  m"^ 

* Average  background  levels 


OXIDES  OF  NITROGEN 
N02  AND  NO  (ppb) 


'Year 

1969-70 

1971 


Stat 

ion 

Cottonwood 

River 

Cove 

Bend 

N02 

NO 

N02      NO 

2.0 

2.2 

5.6      7.1 

1.3 

3.1 

4.7      8.5 

Year 


1971 


SUSPENDED  SOLIDS 
(Total  Micrograms  Per  Cubic 

Cottonwood 
Cove 

42.39 


River 
Bend 

119.79 


Southern  California  Edison  Company  has  submitted  a  plan  to  install 
additional  control  equipment  in  the  Mohave  Generating  Station  to  meet 
the  new  stringent  emission  standards  of  Clark  County,  They  must  achieve 
compliance  on  or  before  December  31,  1976. 
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Population  projection  for  the  air  shed  area  indicates  fairly  rapid 
growth,  which  will  increase  the  number  of  air  pollution  sources. 
There  is  a  possibility  that  even  if  all  the  air  quality  plans  were 
implemented,  air  quality  would  still  continue  to  decrease. 

The  primary  sources  of  air  pollution  in  the  regional  air  shed  are 
power  plants  of  Southern  California  Edison  Company  and  Nevada  Power 
Company.,  the  Henderson  Industrial  Complex,  Gypsum  processing  plants, 
heating  of  homes  and  businesses,  motor  vehicles,  and  wind  blown  dust. 
In  the  sub-air  shed  at  Fort  Mohave,  based  on  the  Desert  Research 
Institute  research  studies,  much  of  the  low  level  typical  urban 
pollution  connected  with  transportation  and  construction  is  the  result 
of  a  rapidly  expanding  population. 

Land  Uses 

There  are  several  broad  use  categories  of  land  in  the  Fort  Mohave  area. 
These  categories  are  discussed  here  under  separate  headings  for  clarity. 
All  land  uses  are  closely  related.  Each  will  be  discussed  separately 
in  order  to  determine  its  relative  merits  and  use  values  and  to  under- 
stand the  broad  land  use  picture  as  the  area  exists  today  and  how  it 
probably  would  be  without  the  proposed  action.  Should  the  proposed 
action  not  be  accepted  by  either  party  and  the  contract  between  the 
United  States  and  the  CRC  expire,  the  lands  would  revert  to  their 
former  status  before  the  Act  was  passed  and  TfOuld  be  available  at  the 
discretion"  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  for  use  or  sale  under 
applicable1  public  land  laws  or  for  appropriation  under  the  general 
mining  laws. 

Urban  -  Suburban  -  Residential,  commercial,  industrial,  etc.  -  The 
Fort  Mohave  Act  lands  not  yet  transferred  to  'the  Colorado  River 
Commission1  of  Nevada  are  vacant  and  unoccupied.  The  lands  are  in  a 
.  use  category  similar  to  other  areas  of  national  resource  land  which 
are  subject  only  to  incidental  use  such  as  travelling  or  access  to  the 
river.  As  the  lands  are  under  contract  to  the  State  of  Nevada  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  Public  Law  86-433,  they  are  not  subject 
to  appropriation  under  the  general  land  and  mining  laws  as  are  other 
national  resource  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management.  No  use  or  sale  of  these  lands  can  be  authorized,  without 
concurrence  by  the  CRC,  while  they  are  subject  to  PL  86-433.  Map 
No.  7,  page  19  ,  indicates  the  present  ownership  of  the  land  along 
this  section  of  the  Colorado  River.   It  should  be  noted  here  that  the 
land  existing  between  thecenter  line  of  the  Colorado  River  and  the 
west  bank  is  in  State  of  Nevada  ownership. 

A  proposal  exists,  and  in  fact  is  under  contract,  for  a  large  scale 
residential-commercial-industrial  development  on  lands  immediately 
south  df  the  transfer  area  on  the  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Reservation. 
Development  is  proposed  for  lands  on  both  sides  of  the  river  in 
Nevada  and  Arizona.  Ultimate  population  is  not  known,  but  the 


development  area  is  somewhat  larger  than  proposed  in  Alternative  A, 
and  somewhat  smaller  than  Alternative  B.   The  lease  entered  into  on 
December  18,  1967,  with  an  effective  date  of  January  4,  1968  -  by  the 
Colorado  River  Development  Corporation  and  the  Fort  Mohave  Tribe  of  the 
Mohave  Reservation,  calls  for  development  within  the  first  ten  years  of 
permanent  improvements  in  the  amount  of  3-1/2  million  dollars;  7  million 
dollars  within  the  second  ten  years  and  10-1/2  million  dollars  within 
the  third  ten  years  -  a  total  of  21  million  dollars  worth  of  permanent 
improvements  within  30  years  (January  4,  1998) . 

Immediately  across  the  river  from  the  transfer  area,  in  Arizona,  there 
are  existing  residential -commercial -industrial  developments  with  an 
estimated  population  of  10  to  11  thousand.   This  includes  Bullhead  City, 
Holiday  Shores,  Colorado  Rivera,  Colorado  River  Estates,  Big  Bend  Acres, 
Riviera  Estates,  Playa  Del  Rio,  and  other  subdivisions.  This  is  a  growing 
area  of  permanent  residences,  trailer  homes,  businesses  and  commercial 
enterprises.  A  major  industry,  the  Mohave  Generating  Station,  is  located 
some  three  miles  north  of  the  transfer  area  on  the  Nevada  side  of  the 
river.   Land  occupied  by  the  station  was  a  part  of  the  original  transfer 
area  included  in  PL  86-433. 

Within  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  transfer  area  lies  160  acres  of 
private  land.   Presently  the  land  is  unoccupied.  The  private  land  will 
likely  be  sub-divided  and  built  upon  in  the  future  with  or  without  the 
transfer  of  the  lands  in  question. 

The  nearest  major  residential-commercial-industrial  complex  is  Las  Vegas, 
Nevada,  some  95  miles  to  the  north.  Other  nearby  towns,  in  addition  to 
those  mentioned  above,  include  Searchlight,  Nevada;  Needles,  California; 
and  Kingman,  Arizona.   None  of  these  cities  and  towns  have  a  direct  relation- 
ship to  the  transfer  area,  but  are  located  in  close  proximity  to  provide 
goods  and  services  not  available  at  the  site. 

The  transfer  area  in  its  present  state  provides  an  area  uncluttered  by 
existing  development.   Without  the  proposal,  the  area  provides  an  area 
open  to  all  who  live  or  will  live  on  adjacent  lands  or  wish  to  visit  the 
area.   There  is  physical  access  to  the  river. 

The  Colorado  River  Commission  has  made  sales  to  developers  within  the 
original  transfer  area  for  residential  and  commercial  development.  Rio 
Alta  Vista  has  been  sold  to  the  Tomblin  Corporation  for  development  as 
Sundance  Shores,  with  plans  for  first  phase  development  of  238  condominiums. 
Colorado  River  Properties  has  purchased  land  from  the  Colorado  River 
Commission  for  commercial  and  residential  development  some  two  miles  north 
of  the  transfer  area,  immediately  south  and  west  of  the  Southern  California 
Edison  property.  On  these  properties  the  Cimmaron  Corporation  has  plans 
for  a  water  oriented  hotel -casino  development  and  residential  area  for 
employees.   Near  Davis  Dam  one  new  80  unit  motel  and  a  40  unit  expansion  to 
an  existing  motel  have  recently  been  approved  by  the  Clark  County  Commission. 

Existing  disposal  authority  is  limited  for  residential,  commercial  or 
industrial  uses.   The  only  available  public  sale  authority  is 
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disposal  by  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  under  Revised  Statutes 
2455,  which  allows  only  the  sale  of  isolated  tracts,  not.  to  exceed 
1520  acres  in  size,  or  up  to  760  acres  of  land,  the  greater  part 
of  which  is  too  rough  and  mountainous  for  cultivation  upon  applica- 
tion of  an  adjoining  land  owner.   Neither  of  these  categories' would 
be  an  effective  method  of  disposal.   A  land  exchange  could  be  made 
whereby  the  Fort  Mohave  lands  could  be  traded  to  an  owner  of  private 
lands  on  an  equal  value  basis,  Transfer  to  a  government  entity  or" 
a  non-profit  organization  could  be  made  for  recreation  or  public 
purposes.  Such  transfer  would  not.  provide  for  residential  or  in- 
dustrial uses,  but  could  apply  to  a  recreation  typo  commercial  ven- 
ture under  guidelines  set  forth  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
(An  example  would  be  a  concession  type  recreation  development  ad- 
jacent to  the  Colorado  River  on  lands  patented  or  leased' to  the 
State  or  County) . 

Development  such  as  is  taking  place  in  Mohave  County,  Arizona, 
immediately  across  the  river  from  the  transfer  area,  could  not  occur 
unless  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  decided  the  lands  should  be 
exchanged  into  private  ownership  or  permitted  sale  of  portions  of 
the  land  under  R.S.  245S  (if  areas  could  be  found  where  the  latter 
authority  would  apply) . 

If  the  proposed  action  is  not  accepted  and  the  transfer  area  were  to 
revert  to  its  former  status  -  that  is,  unappropriated  national  resouro 
lands  -  the  most  likely  use  would  be  either  (1)  transfer  of  the  river- 
front area  to  a  public  entity  under  the  Recreation  and  Public  Pur- 
poses Act  for  park  use,  or  (2)  the  lands  would  remain  in  their  present 
undeveloped  state  available  for  use  by  the  public, 

Transportation  -  Lands  in  the .immediate  transfer  area  are  presently 
served  only  by  highway-.  The  area  is  located  approximately  15  miles 
north  of  Interstate  Route  40  (U.S.  66)  which  is  the  major' cross 
country  route  from  the  east  to  Southern  California,  a"  paved  two  lane 
county  road  (Davis  Dam  -  Needles  cutoff)  leaves  1-40  about  four  rules 
north  of  Needles,  California  and  heads  northerly  through  the  transfer 
area  to  connect  with  State  Route  77.  State  Highway  77?  which  connect; 
U.S.  95  to  the  west  and  U.S.  93   to  the  east  near  Kingman,  Arizona, 
passes  some  2-1/2  miles  north  of  the  transfer  area.  A  number  of  un- 
improved dirt  roads  traverse  the  area  and  provide  access  to  the  river 
front.   Immediately  across  the  Colorado  Riv er  at  Bullhead  City.  Arizona 
is  an  airstrip,  4100  feet  in  length,  suitable  for  small  aircraft'/ 
The  transportation  system  is  indicated  on  Map  No,  8,  page  20. 

The  mainline  (east/west)  of  the  Atchison,  Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  Railroad 
passes  through  Needles  to  the  south.  Bus  service  is  available  at  both 
Bullhead  City  and  Needles. 

The  present  transportation  net  is  adequate  to  provide  access  to  the 
transfer  area.   Without  the  proposed  action,  the  transportation  needs  . 
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of  the  area  can  be  filled  adequately  by  the  existing  road  pattern. 
Should  the  area  develop  for  park  or  other  uses ,  some  new  road  sec- 
tions or  rebuilding  of  existing  road  sections  may  be  required. 

Utilities  -  The  transfer  area  being  completely  undeveloped  has  no 
requirement  for  utilities.   High  voltage  transmission  lines,  a  tele- 
phone line  and  high  pressure  gas  lines  corss  the  area.  These  lines, 
which  conceivably  (though  unrealistically)  could  be  moved,  have 
established  right-of-way  "corridors"  at  their  existing  location. 
These  "corridors"  do  not  adversely  affect  the  undeveloped  lands  but 
would  put  constraints  on  future  development  near  the  "corridors". 
Telephone  service  is  presently  available  to  the  transfer  area. 

The  power  transmission  line  which  crossed  the  northwest  portion  of 
the  transfer  area  originates  at  the  Davis  Dam  hydroelectric  generat- 
ing station  and  traverses  the  area  in  a  northeast  -  southwest  direc- 
tion.  The  high  pressure  gas  line  enters  the  transfer  area  from  the 
east  near  the  Big  Bend  area  (from  the  Cblorado  River  subdivision  in 
Mohave  County,  Arizona)  and  crosses  the  area  in  a  westerly  direction. 
The  pipeline  provides  a  source  of  natural  gas  to  the  Las  Vegas  Valley. 
If  the  proposed  action  is  not  adopted,  there  is  no  need  for  utilities 
unless  and  until  some  other  type  development  occurs  on  the  land. 
Should  there  be  development  of  any  kind,  adequate  utilities  could  be 
provided. 

Solid  Waste  -  There  are  no  solid  waste  disposal  sites  in  the  transfer 
area,  and  no  present  need  for  such.  Littering  is  not  an  apparent 
problem.  With  the  area  in  its  present  undeveloped  state,  there  is 
no  foreseeable  need  for  solid  waste  disposal.   Sanitary  landfill  dis- 
posal areas  could  be  developed  either  on  site  or  adjacent  to  the  site 
as  needed.   Sewage  treatment  sites  could  also  be  developed  as  needed. 
Depending  on  the  type  and  extent  of  development  without  the  proposed 
action,  waste  disposal  areas  and  sewage  treatment  sites  would  have  to 
be  carefully  located  to  eliminate  the  possibility  of  adding  pollutants 
to  the  river  or  degrading  the  aesthetics  of  the  area. 

There  are  two  trash  collecting  services  presently  operating  in  the 
developed  area  on  the  Arizona  side  of  the  river.   The  actual  method 
of  disposal  (sanitary  landfill,  burning,  etc.)  is  not  known.   The 
proposed  development  on  the  Mohave  Reservation  lands  will  undoubtedly 
develop  a  sanitary  landfill  area  to  serve  the  site.   If  a  site  is 
developed  in  Nevada,  it  will  have  to  conform  to  standards  set  by  Clark 
County.  Without  the  implementation  of  the  proposed  action,  any  other 
use  or  development  of  the  transfer  area  which  generates  solid  waste 
conceivably  could  utilize  a  disposal  site  developed  for  the  residential 
area  proposed  for  the  Mohave  Reservation. 

Livestock  Grazing 

The  Fort  Mohave  area  has  been  used  for  domestic  livestock  grazing 
since  the  late  1800' s.   Federal  administration  of  the  land  for  grazing 
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began  with  the  passage  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  on  June  28,  1934. 
The  Searchlight  Grazing  District,  now  a  part  of  the  Las  Vegas  Dis- 
trict, was  established  in  November  1936.   The  District  was  first 
administered  by  the  Grazing  Service,   In  1946,  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  was  organized,  and  continues  to  administer  the  land  today. 

In  1953,  the  grazing  on  national  resource  lands  in  Southern  Nevada 
was  allocated  by  agreement.   The  basis  of  this  adjudication  was  owner- 
ship or  control  of  water. 

The  Fort  Mohave  Act  lands  are  located  within  the  South  Point  Grazing 
Allotment,,  with  grazing  privileges  licensed  to  Mr.  Emilio  Soto  of 
Needles,  California,   The  vailability  of  livestock  forage  is  uncer- 
tain over  most  of  the  area  due  to  climatic  conditions,  and  is  dependent 
on  the  vagaries  of  precipitation  occurrence  and  distribution.  Much 
of  the  forage,  when  available,  is  composed  of  annual  grasses,  forbs 
and  shrubs.   Therefore,  the  allotment  has  been  designated  as  ephemeral 
range,  with  application  for  grazing  use  being  made  when  and  if  forage 
becomes  available. 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  records  show  that  the  applications  for  grazing 
use  in  the  area  are  generally  for  20  to  30  head  of  cattle,  on  a  year- 
round  basis .   The  present  grazing  fee  charged  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  is  $.78  per  cow  per  month.  Year-round  use  for  grazing  30 
cows  would  be  $276.80  at  the  present  rate. 

The  only  portions  of  the  Fort  Mohave  Act  Lands  that  contain  livestock 
forage  of  any  consequence  are  the  flood  plain  area  and  the  bottoms 
of  several  of  the  dry  washes  that  dissect  the  alluvial  fans  to  the 
west.  Grazing  is  usually  in  conjunction  with  adjacent  use  on  the 
Fort  Mohave  Indian  Reservation  to  the  south.  As  there  is  no  boundary 
fence  on  the  Indian  Reservation,  livestock  will  drift  back  and  forth 
as  forage  and  moisture  dictate. 

The  livestock  licensee  has  constructed  several  drift  fences  and  holding 
corrals  with  loading  chutes  in  the  area  to  facilitate  handling  livestock. 

Wildlife 

The  wildlife  species  that  presently  inhabit  the  Fort  Mohave  area  can 
be  separated  into  two  principal  habitat  areas,  aquatic  and  terrestial. 
Aquatic  habitat  is  restricted  to  the  Colorado  River  channel  and  the 
small  ponds  and  sloughs  that  exist  near  the  river  as  a  result  of 
fluctuating  river  levels.  In  recent  years,  the  various  fish  and  game 
entities  involved  with  the  Colorado  River  have  engaged  in  a  program 
of  stocking  the  river  with  game  fish  for  public  recreation.  Primary 
game  species  include  rainbow  trout,  large  mouth  bass  and  a  recent  in- 
troduced species,  the  striped  bass.   Other  game  species  are  small  mouth 
bass,  catfish,  bluegill  and  crappie.   The  Colorado  River  system  con- 
tains several  native  species  of  fish  whose  preservation  is  being 
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Threatened.   The  following  is  a  list  of  rare  and  endangered  native 
fishes  in  the  Colorado  River  that  require  protection:   the  woundfin 
Colorado  River  squawfish,  the  humpback  sucker,  and  the  bony tail  chub. 

Terrestial  habitat  covers  much  of  the  flood  plain  and  all  of  the 
alluvial  fan  area  of  the  subject  lands.   Mammals  that  frequent  the 
area  are  coyotes,  bobcats,  cottontail  and  pigmy  rabbits,  badgers, 
mice,  gophers,  shrews,  antelope  ground  squirrels,  gray  fox,  kit  fox 
and  occasionally  a  porcupine.   These  above  species,  with  the  exception 
of  the  rodents,  do  not  exist  in  large  numbers  within  the  area.   Birds 
and  waterfowl  may  be  found  primarily  in  the  phreatophytic  vegetation 
of  the  flood  plain.   Quail,  hawks,  vultures,  mourning  dove,  owls,  and 
numerous  water  birds  and  shore  birds  utilize  the  dense  vegetation  along 
the  river.   The  sloughs  and  back  water  area  inside  the  river  levee 
system  provides  limited  habitat  for  ducks,  waterfowl  and  shore  birds. 
Several  species  of  snakes,  lizards,  frogs,  toads  and  even  turtles 
inhabit  the  subject  area. 

Rare  and/or  endangered  species  may  be  found  in  the  area,  such  as  the 
desert,  tortoise,  spotted  bat,  Gila  monster,  the  Yuma  Clapper  Rail, 
Brown  pelican,  prairie  falcon,  and  peregrine  falcon. 

In  general,,  the  alluvial  fan  area  with  the  desert  shrub  vegetation, 
provides  habitat  primarily  for  a  small  population  of  nocturnal  desert 
wildlife,  which  would  include  small  rodents,  lizards,  and  insects. 
Because  of  the  arid  nature  of  the  area,  little  wildlife  is  seen  in 
daylight  hours,  with  the  exception  of  perhaps  lizards.   The  flood  plain 
provides  more  food,  cover,  and  water  for  wildlife  habitat,  thus  pro- 
ducing a  more  varied  population.  At  present  limited  public  hunting 
is  confined  to  small  game  populations,  such  as  rabbits,  quail  and  dove. 
Big  game  in  the  area  is  limited  to  Desert  Bighorn  Sheep  in  the 
mountains . 

Fisheries  Habitat  -  Water  Temperature  Requirements   1/ 

Rainbow  trout  can  tolerate  water  temperatures  from  32°F.  to  slightly 
over  80°F. ,  with  known  survival  at  a  maximum  temperature  of  83°F.  in 
well-oxygenated  water.   For  optimum  reproduction  and  growth,  rainbows 
prefer  temberatures  below  ?0°F. 

The  most  suitable  temperature  for  large  mouth  bass  is  about  80°F.; 
they  are  inactive  below  50°F.   The  metabolism,  food  consumption,  and 
activity  of  large  mouth  have  been  positively  correlated  with  temper- 
atures up  to  86°F.,  at  which  point  their  respiration  becomes  difficult. 
Small  mouth  bass  prefer  water  temperatures  of  70°F.  to  80°F.,  and 
they,  too,  become  lethargic  around  50°F. 

Landlocked  striped  bass  are  unusually  adaptable  fish.   They  can  exist 
in  fresh,  brackish,  or  salt  water  throughout  the  year,  tolerating 
both  cold  Canadian  rivers  and  sub- tropical  Louisiana  Bayous. 

1/   (California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  "In-Land  Fisheries 
Management,  Alex  Calhoun,  Edit.,  1966) 
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It  appears  that  both  black  and  white  species  .of  crappie  can  tolerate 
wide  ranges  of  temperature. 

Channel  catfish  prefer  clear  water  streams,  although  they  often  live 
in  muddy  water.  They  prefer  warm  water  and  do  not  grow  well  at 
temperatures  less  than  70°F. 

Non-game  fish,  such  as  carp,  thrive  in  eutrophic  waters  and  can 
tolerate  extreme  variations  in  temperature  and  pollution.  The 
upper  lethal  temperature  for  adult  carp  is  96°F.,  with  an  optimum 
temperature  of  about  68°F. 

The  Nevada  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  furnished  the  following  data 
concerning  fishing  and  hunting  on  or  near  the  land  under  considera- 
tion.  In  most  cases,  estimates  have  been  made  concerning  the  project 
area. 

Lower  Colorado  River 


Expanded  Angler  Use  Days       44,091 


73%  Resident. 
27%  Non-Resident 
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Harvest 

Hunter 

11 

53 

11 

26 

3 

12 

i 

12 

2 

7 

2 
33 

5 

115 

Bighorn  Sheep 
The  project  area  includes  the  fringe  of  hunting  areas  27C1  a  G2 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

Total 

Fort  Mohave 

Cottontail  along  Colorado  River 

IBSL  Harvest      Hunter    Rabbits  per  Hunter  Hunter  Day 

1961        17,152       1,830  2„9 

1966  9,229       1,595  5.7  1.5 

1967  10,836       1,764  6.1  1,4 

1968  '       17,290       2,639  6.5  1.6 

1969  12,519       2,353  5,3  1.5 

1970  5,115       1,800  2.8  .6 

11,981  26.4  10. 5*. 

Average  per  yr.    5.3  1.7 

5%  of  harvest  occurs  along  River  in  vicinity  of  that 
portion  of  Clark  County  south  of  Searchlight  (or  Fort  Mohave  area) 
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Harvest 


1966 

39,798 

1967 

31,836 

1968 

593563 

1969 

34,788 

1970 

13,080 

Hunter 


2,772 


-2,700 
4,561 
3,575 


hJ+Il 


Gambels  Quail 

Hunter  Days    Birds /Hunter   Birds /Hunter  Days 


9,735 
10,152 
15,661 
14,027 

JLM1 


14,3 

4.0 

11.7 

3.1 

13,0 

3.8 

9.7 

2.4 

5,2 

1.4 

179,065 


53.9 


14.7 


16,083       58,470 
Approximately  57,  of  harvest  occurs  along  river  and  in  vicinity  of  proposed 
Mohave  project. 

Waterfowl  -  Ducks 


Harvest 

Hunter 

Hunter  Days 

Birds/Hunter 

1966 

5,988 

7,536 

1967 

1968 

4,303 

1,170 

6,721 

3,6 

1969 

10,104 

1,343 

10,007 

7,5 

1970 

7,742 

1,509 

7,344 

0  « 1 

28,137 

4,022 

31,608 

16.2 

7,034 

1,340 

7,902 

5.4 

.6 
1.0 
1.0 

2.6 
,8 


57a  of  the  harvest  occurs  in  the  project  area 

White  Wing  and  MourningJDove  Clark  County 


Harvest 
30,525 

Hunter 
1,837 

Hunter  Days 
7,205 

Birds /Hunter 

Birds/Hunter  Day 

1966 

16.6 

4.2 

1967 

29,072 

1,944 

8,279 

15.2 

3.8 

1968 

31,590 

2,063 

8,628 

15.0 

3.3 

1969 

31,239 

2,314 

8,359 

13.5 

3,7 

1970 

37,332 

2,752 

10,795 

13.5 

3.4 

159,758 

10,910 

43,266 

73.8 

18,4 

Aver . 

31,950 

2,200 

8,653 

14.7 

3.7 

57,  of  :he  Clark  County  Harvest  occurs  on  the  project  area 
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Recreation 

The  existing  recreation  use  of  the  Fort  Mohave  Lands  should  be  examined 
in  the  Regional  context  of  the  Lake  Mead  National  Recreation  Area  and 
the  total  lower  Colorado  River  extending  from  Davis  Dam,  265  miles  to 
the  Efexico  border.   Presently  there  are  approximately  152  miles  of  the 
Colorado  River  bordering  the  State  of  Nevada,  both  in  the  form  of  stream 
and  lakes  formed  by  dams  on  the  main  stem.  Of  this  total,  89%  is  in 
the  Lake  Mead  National  Recreation  Area,  and  is  available  to  the  public  for 
their  use  and  enjoyment.  These  lands  form  a  contiguous  recreational 
resource  that  serves  primarily  the  regional  population  of  western 
Arizona,  Southern  California  and  Southern  Nevada.  These  lands  also 
are  a  recreation  destination  for  tourists  from  across  the  nation  and 
serve  as  a  winter  focus  for  many  retired  persons  from  colder  climates. 

The  recreation  resource  and  opportunity  of  the  Fort  Mohave  Lands  is  most 

similar  to  that  extending  from  Davis  Dam  southward  to  Mexico.  The 
recreation  values  are  identified  by  the  opportunity  for  human  enjoyment 
that  they  support.  The  visual,  noise  and  odor  qualities  are  discussed 
in  a  following  section,  "Cultural  Environment". 

The  present  recreational  activities  occurring  on  or  adjacent  to  this 
section  of  the  Colorado  River  are  listed  in  the  table  on  page  54- 
Four  of  the  eight  activities  are  dependent  upon  water,  and  the  remaining 
four  are  highly  enhanced  by  the  existence  of  water.  Clearly,  the 
river  is  the  prime  recreation  attraction  in  this  area.  Without  the 
river,  this  strip  of  land  would  be  no  different  from  millions  of 
acres  of  adjacent  desert. 

The  river  is  clear,  swift  and  stocked  with  fish.  It  is  no  longer  a 
natural  river  in  that  it  no  longer  is  allowed  to  respond  to  the  environ- 
mental factors  that  determine  the  form,  depth,  swiftness  and  flow  of  a 
river  under  natural  ecological  conditions.  The  daily  release  of 
irrigation  waters  from  Davis  Dam  results  in  a  fluctuation  of  6  to 
8  feet.  The  speed  of  the  flow  ranges  up  to  about  5  miles  per  hour. 
The  water  temperature  varies  seasonally  from  56  to  72  degrees  F. 

The  most  interesting  natural,  untouched  environment  on  the  site  is  in 
the  rocky  desert  hills  previously  transferred  to  the  state  and  earmarked 
as  a  state  park.  Although  this  portion  of  the  site  is  a  fine  example 
of  desert  ecology,  it  is  not  different  enough  from  the  vast  surrounding 
desert  to  attract  people  to  the  site.  The  river  is  the  most  attractive 
element,  but  it  is  interesting  more  by  contrast  than  by  any  intrinsic 
scenic  value.  The  existing  riverbank  ecology  is  largely  disturbed  or 
artificial.  The  Lower  Colorado  River  flows  only  at  man's  command,  and 
only  within  engineered  banks. 

Along  the  17  miles  of  river  frontage  from  Davis  Dam  south  to  the 
Nevada-California  line  exist  several  special  areas  that  lend  themselves 


to  intensive  recreational  use  by  the  public.  The  transfer  area  lands 
contain  one  of  these.  Existing  and  proposed  developments  in  the  Lake 
Mead  Recreation  Area  to  the  north  of  the  site  (and  encompassing  both 
Lake  Mead  and  Lake  Mohave)  are  for  marina  development.  Therefore, 
.there  will  be  considerable  facilities  nearby  for  the  use  .of  large 
boats.  However,  with  the  exception  of  the  proposed  Mohave  County 
recreation  area  down  the  river  in  Arizona,  most  of  this  boating  will 
be  in  these  large  man-made  lakes.  The  Fort  Mohave  site  in  Nevada, 
with  its  river  edge  flood  plain  can  offer  a  much  wider  boating,  water 
and  scenic  experience  than  other  developments.  For  example,  the  flood 
plain  will  be  able  to  support  trees  which  will  provide  the  site  with 
camping  and  picnicking  far  superior  to  any  nearby.  This  level  flood 
plain  also  provides  the  opportunity  for  lagoon  development  that  could 
offer  the  visitor  a. wider  choice  of  boating  and  swimming  experiences. 
This  variety  may  be  necessary  in  the  future  when  extensive  boating 
facilities  along  the  river  may  create  a  competitive 'environment. 

The  fishing  resource  includes  large  mouth  bass,  striped  bass,  trout, 
coho  salmon,  crappies,  bluegill,  and  channel  catfish  among  the  most 
popular  game  species.  The  table  on  page  50  indicates  present  use 
of  the  river  for  fishing. 

There  are  no  known  historical  values  on  the  Fort  Mohave  Lands  themselves. 
The  Fort  site,  for  which  the  area  is  named,  is  located  on  the  Arizona 
side  and  downstream  about  a  mile.  Any  future  development  of  the  Fort 
for  historic  interpretation  would  likely  produce  little  impact  on  the 
Fort  Mohave  lands. 

A  significant  recreation  resource  for  rock  hounding  exists  in  this 
general  vicinity.  Within  a  40  mile  radius  of  Needles,  California, 
can' be  found  jasper,  geodes,  quartz,  crystals,  opalite,  petrified  wood, 
marine  fossils,  a  wide  choice  of  agates  and  many  others.  The  pebble 
terraces  along  the  Colorado  River  are  particularly  rich.  It  Is  likely 
that  the  Fort  Mohave  lands  contain  some  of  these  rock  types,  but  they 
have  not  been  inventoried. 

The  1969  recreational  use  of  the  Colorado  River  below  Davis  Dam  included 
about  2.3  million  visitor  days,  while  the  use  between  Davis  Dam  and 
Needles  was  200,000  visitor  days.  The  recreational  activities  pursued 
in  the  area  between  Davis  Dam  and  Needles  are  ranked  as  follows  in 
popularity,  as  indicated  by  a  survey  of  recreationists  visiting  in  the 
area. 

Fishing 

Sightseeing 
Boating  ' 
Swimming 

sr  skiing 

>ing 
Picnicking 
Hiking  24.0 
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73.3     %  o 

f  parties 

57.9 

54. 9 

36.3 

26.9 

26.8 

25.5 

Visitors  revealed  they  are  attracted  by  the  water,  warm  climate  and 
scenery.   (Scenery  is  also  tied  to  the  existence  of  the  water.)   In  a 
survey  of  residents,  32%  gave  climate  and  the  river  environment  and 
29%  indicated  flight  from  urban  congestion  as  reasons  for  living  in  the 
area. 

Archeology 

This  section  of  Southern  Nevada  has  never  been  surveyed  for  historic  or 
prehistoric  archeology,  but  its  potential,  particularly  for  archeological 
remains,  is  considered  high.  In  areas  to  the  south  and  north  adjacent  to 
the  Colorado  River,  numerous  petroglyphs,  house  circles  and  other  archeo- 
logical manifestations  have  been  reported.  The  lands  under  consideration 
have  received  some  amount  of  disturbance  due  to  construction  of  the 
dikes  along  the  river  by  the  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

Minerals 

Information  from  the  United  States  Geological  Survey  indicates  that  Sections 
15,  16,  17,  18,  19,  20  and  30,  T.  33  S.,  R.  66  E.,  may  be  potentially 
valuable  for  oil  and  gas.   Their  reports  further  indicate  the  lands  to 
be  without  value  for  other  minerals,  with  the  exception  of  rock,  sand 
and  gravel  for  material  sites.  A  portion  of  the  lands  already  transferred 
to  the  Colorado  River  Commission  under  the  terms  of  the  Fort  Mohave  Act  has 
been  set  aside  as  a  quarry  for  sand  and  gravel  for  building  and  construction. 
The  Fort  Mohave  Act  provided  for  segregation  of  the  lands  from  the  mineral 
entry.   The  lands  are  now  segregated  and  no  outstanding  claims,  leases  ox- 
permits  are  pending. 

Cultural  Environment 

This  section  deals  with  the  several  categories  of  influences  which  have  a 
direct  bearing  on  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  area.   Four  broad  sections 
will  be  discussed  separately,  though  each  has  a  direct  relationship  with 
the  others  and  must  be  considered  collectively.  Each  will  consider  the 
transfer  area  as  it  is  now,  and  the  future  effect  on  the  area  without  the 
proposed  action. 

Visual  -  The  visual  amenities  of  the  area  are  moderately  high  as  indicated 
by  the  survey  results  showing  57.9%  of  the  parties  visiting  the  area  are 
sightseeing. 

The  quality  of  the  visual  environment  is  measured  by  both  the  quality  of  the 
site  and  the  quality  of  the  view  from  the  site.  These  two  viewpoints  must 
be  interpreted  regionally  as  to  how  they  compare  to  the  adjacent  lands  or 
the  visual  amenities  where  the  viewer  has  traveled  from. 

Tne  Fort  Mohave  site  is  not  particularly  striking  in  its  visual  amenity; 
however,  it  is  pleasant.   The  uplands  are  relatively  little  scarred 
or  disturbed  and  provide  a  pleasing  backdrop  toward  the  west.  The 
river  edge  has  been  modified  through  dike  construction;  this  is  very 
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harsh  visually  from  a  close  view,  but  it  is  an  insignificant  intrusion 
from  a  distance.  Its  deep  blue  water*  edged  by  the  green  salt  cedar, 
is  the  dominant  visual  theme,  This  is  true  from  almost  '  any  viewpoint 
within  or  without  the  site,  "lie  rocky  ridge  on  the  Arizona  side  is 
particularly  striking  and  far  surpasses  the  interest  of  the  western 
skyline.  This  Arizona  ridgeline  is  especially  attractive  when  colored 
with  the  evening  sun.  The  view  from  the  transfer  area  toward  the  east  - 
northeast  has  the  least  to  offer,  being  harshly  cut  up  by  the  sprawl 
of  Bullhead  City  and  the  surrounding  area. 

The  above  evaluations  are  tempered  in  that  any  person  arriving  at 
this  site  has  travelled  through  many  miles  of  desert  of  equal  or 
superior  quality  excepting  the  view  of  the  river.  The  setting  of  the 
river  at  this  point  is  probably  average  for  the  lower  Colorado. 
The  area  of  Topock  Gorge  is  considered  superior  in  visual  quality 
while  numerous  other  areas  are  less  pleasing. 

The  mood-atmosphere  created  by  the  whisper  of  the  flowing  Colorado 
through  the  silent  desert  is  possibly  the  highest,  but  most  fragile, 
aesthetic  value  of  the  site.  This  value  is  greatly  enhanced,  through 
comparison,  for  the  visitor  arriving  from  the  congested  urban  area. 

The  Mohave  Generating  Station  is  the  single  most  visible  element. 
The  overpowering  scale  of  the  complex,  the  red  and  white  striped 
smoke  stack,  and  the  periodic  belching  of  yellowish- gray  smoke  combine 
to  dull  the  pleasure  of  the  moment  considerably.  The  stack  produces 
a  visible  pall  in  the  air,  which  although  it  is  minimal  by  comparison 
to  any  urban  area,  is  incongruous  to  the  otherwise  high  visual  quality 
of  the  Fort  Mohave  lands.  However,  the  visible  emissions  are  expected 
to  be  eliminated  by   modifications  required  to  comply  with  regulations. 

Political  -  Type  of  government.  The  transfer  area  is  located  entirely 
within  Clark  County.  There  is  no  political  subdivision  of  government 
below  the  County  level  that  exercises  land  use  controls  over  the  lands. 
The  Clark  County  government,  headquartered  in  Las  Vegas,  is  under  the 
direction  of  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners.  Clark  County  encompasses 
an  area  of  7,927  square  miles  and  had  a  1970  population  of  some  273,000. 
The  seven-man  Board  of  County  Commissioners  exercises  legislative 
power  through  the  adoption  of  ordinances,  resolutions,  and  orders, 
and  also  hears  and  decides  appeals.  Administrative  power  is  exercised 
through  the  County  Administrator.  The  County  Administrator  acts  as 
Chief  Administrative  Officer  of  the  county  in  coordinating,  directing 
and  supervising  the  work  of  the  County  departments  and  agencies.  The 
Administrator  also  acts  as  advisor  to  the  Board  on  problems  affecting 
County  departments  and  coordinating  the  legislative  efforts  of  the 
County.  Functions  of  the  county  government  include  the  Judicial, 
Institutional  Youth  Service,  Parks  and  Recreation,  Public  Safety  and  Public 
Works.   (Budget,  Statistical  and  Staffing  Report  1971-1972,  Clark 
County,  State  of  Nevada).  All  lands  within  the  transfer  area  and  the 
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immediate  surroundings  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Clark  County 
government.  The  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation  manages  the 
Sportsmans  Beach  County  Park.  Should  the  proposed  action  not  be 
adoptedj  it  is  anticipated  that  the  current  form  of  government  would 
remain  the  same. 

In  addition  to  county  government,  there  are  other  Federal  and  State  . 
agencies  which  exercise  some  forms  of  control  over  the  transfer  area. 
Federal  agencies  include  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  which  controls  river 
flows  and  uses  adjacent  to  the  river;  the  U.  S.  Corps  of  Engineers  for 
.navigation;  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  which  presently  has 
jurisdiction  of  the  lands  in  the  transfer  area.  State  agencies 
include  the  Department  of  Fish-  and  Game*  which  manages  the  fisheries  of 
the  river  and  game  animals  in  the  transfer  area;  the  Division  of  Parks 
and  Recreation  which  may  in  the  future  manage  a  portion  of  the  original 
transfer  area  for  State  Park  purposes;  and  the  State  Highway  Department, 
which  maintains  State  Route  77  north  of  the  transfer  area.  There  are 
other  Federal  and  State  agencies  indirectly  involved,  and  the  entire 
area  is  subject  to  Federal  and  State  laws  and  regulations. 

Planning  -  The  Planning  Department  of  Clark  County  has  planning 
responsibilities  for  the  area.  This  Department  prepares  general  maps 
and  plans,  assists  in  drafting  zoning  ordinances  to  guide  the  orderly 
growth  and  development  of  the  County,  regulates  land  use  and  subdivision 
design,  and  participates  in  the  activities  of  the  Regional  Planning 
Council  which  develops  the  area-wide  master  plan.  The  Regional  Planning 
Council  provides  an  o\rerall  approach  to  planning  for  orderly  growth 
and  development  of  the  area.  It  is  responsible  for  developing  the 
area-jwide  master  plan  and  is  involved  in  all  requests  for  Federal  funding 
for  urban  planning  and  development.  This  agency  is  also  designated  as 
the  clearinghouse  for  all  actions  which  would  take  place  in  the  transfer 
area,  'The  county,  cities,  school  district  and  water  district  are 
participating  members  of  the  Council.   (Budget,  Statistical  and  Staffing 
Report  1971-1972,  Clark  County,  State  of  Nevada).  The  present  county 
master  plan  encompasses  a  portion  of  Las  Vegas  Valley  only,  and  does  not 
cover  the  area  in  which  the  transfer  lands  are  located.  This  situation 
would  not  be  expected  to  change  if  the  proposed  action  is  not  taken. 

Zoning  -  Title  29  of  the  County  Statutes  provides  for  zoning  of  lands 

in  Clark  County.  The  general  purpose  of  the  Zoning  Ordinance  of 

Clark  County,  Nevada  is  for  ".., promoting  the  health,  safety,  morals, 

or  general  welfare  of  the  present  and  future  inhabitants  of  Clark 

County  and  divides  the  county  into  districts  and  sets  forth  the  regulations 

pertaining  to  such  districts  in  accordance  with  the  General  Plan  for 

Clark  County..."  (Section  29.01.020,  County  Statutes).  Lands  in  the 

transfer  area  fall  into  the  R-U  Rural  Open  Land  District.  "The  Rural 

Open  Land  District  is  established  for  the  vast  areas  of  open  land  and  to 

provide  for  a  very  low  density  residential  use",  (Section  29.06.010,  County 

Statutes) .  This  type  of  zoning  is  the  least  restrictive  and  can  be 
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termed  a  "holding"  zoning  until  such  time  as. a  higher  use  is 
identified.  The  R-U  toning  would  be  expected  to  continue  if  the 
proposed  action^ is  not  adopted. 

.Other  Land  Use  Controls  -  A  number  of  ordinances,  codes  and  regulations 
are  available  for  implementation  which  would  affect  development.  A 
few  of  these  would  include  zoning  and  subdivision  ordinances,  sewage 
and  solid  waste  disposal,  air  and  water  quality  regulations,  and 
building,  electrical  and  plumbing  codes.   In  the  present  undeveloped 
state,  these  controls  have  no  impact.  Without  the  proposed  action, 
assuming  minimal  or  no  development  of  the  transfer  area  lands,  these 
controls  do  not  have  a  significant  effect.  However,  the  controls  do 
exist  and  any  contemplated  change  in  land  use  would  be  subject  to  such 
controls.  One  such,  control  is  the  prohibition  of  using  septic  tanks 
for  sewage  disposal.  The  Clark  County  District  Health  Department  has 
declared  a  moratorium  for  issuance  of  future  permits  for  septic  tanks 
in  the  area  designated  south  of  Davis  Dam,  which  includes  the  Fort 
Mohave  area. 

Social  and  Economic 

Impact  Area  -  There  is  essentially  no  economic  history  to  the 
restricted  transfer  area  itself.  Prior  to  the  initial  land  transfers 
in  1965,  the  tract  provided  only  limited  grazing  opportunities  to 
users  on  an  intermittent  basis.  Construction  on  the  Fort  Mohave  power 
plant  began  in  June  of  1967  and  has  continued  to  the  present.  In 
1971,  nearly  1200  persons  were  employed  in  construction  and  operation 
of  the  facility.  When  construction  is  completed,  operating  personnel 
will  total  only  about  75  persons.  Housing  and  related  services  for  these 
people  is  currently  obtained  in  Bullhead  City,  Arizona  and  Needles, 
California.  A  small  subdivision,  between  the  power  plant  and  the  river, 
began  in  1971  to  offer  lots  for  permanent  single  family  dwellings. 
Sales  have  been  slow. 

Between  the  transfer  area  and  Davis  Dam  on  the  Nevada  side  of  the 
river,  there  are  a  few  establishments  offering  restaurant  and  casino 
services.  There  is  also  one  motel. 

Associated  Areas  -  Only  a  brief  historical  perspective  on  the 
economies  of  Clark  County,  Nevada  and  Mohave  County,  Arizona  will 
be  given  here.  Additional  discussion  on  population  trends  is  to  be 
found  in  the  following  section  on  land  use  pressures  and  a  more  complete 
treatment  of  present  economic  structures  of  these  counties  is  contained 
in  a  separate  section.  The  present  review  of  Clark  County  is  drawn 
from  Economic  Growth  and  Public  Land  Planning  in  the  Las  Vegas  Valley, 
prepared  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  1965.  This  data  has 
been  updated  using  1970  census  figures. 

The  historic  growth  of  Clark  County's  population  is  displayed  in  the 
table  which  follows.  Of  significance  is  the  fact  that  the  City  of 
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Las  Vegas  absorbed  most  of  this  growth  until  1960;  however,  during 
the  60 !s  a  relatively  larger  share  of  the  population  increase  took 
place  in  surrounding  areas  of  the  county.  Clark  County  has  also  been 
increasing  its  population  at  a  relatively  greater  rate  than  other 
areas  of  Nevada,  as  indicated  by  the  following  table.  Most  of  the 
increase  is  due  to  immigration,  rather  than  natural  increase.  The 
growing  population  is  supported  by  an  increasing  tourist  trade  linked 
principally  to  a  growing  population  in  Southern  California. 

Tourism,  entertainment  and  recreation  are  the  key  reasons  for  this 
non-typical  distribution  of  employment.  During  1969  over  5,600,000 
persons  visited  the  Lake  Mead  Recreation  Area,  and  over  22,000,000 
visited  the  Las  Vegas  resort  area.  Most  of  the  county's  manufacturing 
activity  is  located  in  Henderson,  15  miles  south  of  Las  Vegas. 

Population  of  Clark  County,  Nevada  -  1910-1970: 

Year  Population 

1910  3,321 

1920  4,859 

1930  8,532 

1940  16,414 

1950  48,289 

1960  127,016 

1970  273,288 

Source:  U.  S.  Census  of  Population 

Clark  County  Population  as  a  %  of  Nevada's  population,  1940-1970: 

Year  Percent 

1940  15 

1950  30 

1960  45 

1970  56 

Source:  U.  S.  Census  of  Population 

Mohave  County's  (Arizona)  economic  background,  is  more  closely  tied 
to  natural  resource  utilization.  Traditionally  an  extensive  grazing 
region,  this  use  remains  an  important  agricultural  component.  In 
recent  years,  some  irrigated  cotton  and  alfalfa  operations  have  been 
introduced,  but  their  production  is  minimal  compared  to  other  counties 
of  Arizona.  Following  the  Second  World  War,  mining  has  become  an 
important  industry  of  the  county.  Mohave  County  is  one  of  the  few 
producers  of  molybdenum  in  the  United  States. 

Bullhead  City,  across  the  river  from  the  proposed  transfer  area, 
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began  as  a  construction  camp  during  the  building  of  Davis  Dam. 
Again,  beginning  in  1967,  the  town  felt  substantial  population 
increases  from  the  construction  of  the  Fort  Mohave  power  plant. 
Considerable  retail  and  service  trade  activity  is  also  generated  by 
weekend  recreation  visitors. 

The  leading  retirement  and  recreation  community  in  the  County  is 
Lake  Havasu  City,  which  began  land  sales  in  1963.  The  new  town's 
impact  on  the  county  is  quickly  seen  by  a  review  of  population 
statistics.  In  1960,  Mohave,  County ' s  population  was  7,736  -  down 
nine  percent  from  1950;  in  1970,  the  population  had  increased  to  over 
25,000,  about  5,000  of  whom  resided  in  Lake  Havasu  City. 

Land  Use  Pressures 

Current  Use  Profile  -  From  the  above  review,  it  is  clear  that  the 
economy  of  the  two-county  area  is  heavily  dependent  on  leisure  time 
activities  such  as  entertainment,  outdoor  recreation  and  retirement 
living  -  especially  along  the  river.  It  is  the  latter  two  activity 
groups  which  are  river  oriented.  Persons  primarily  interested  in 
spending  their  leisure  time  in  casinos  and  entertainment  activities 
are  attracted  to  the  Las  Vegas  area.  Any  such  activity  along  the 
river  must  be  considered  supplementary  to  other  activity  in  the  area. 

The  following  profile  of  outdoor  recreation  use  and  users  is  drawn 
from  a  study  of  the  Colorado  River,  from  Davis  Dam  to  the  Mexican 
border,  made  by  the  University  of  Southern  California  Research 
Institute  for  Business  and  Economics.  The  study  stratified  the  river 
for  analytical  purposes  into  eight  geographic  areas.  The  area  dealt 
with  here,  Area  A,  lies  between  Davis  Dam  and  Needles,  California. 
The  study  team  interviewed  visitors  between  March  1967  and  March 
1968. 

The  area  received  about  166,500  visitor  days  of  use  or  7.1  percent 
of  the  total  recreational  use  of  the  lower  river.  The  heaviest  use 
of  the  river,  about  72  percent,  was  in  the  vicinity  of  Lake  Havasu 
City  and  Parker.  Area  A  showed  the  least  variation  of  seasonal  use. 
The  majority  of  visitors  were  over  35  years  of  age  (34  percent  being 
over  50  years  of  age),  traveling  in  small  family  units  (56  were  couples 
alone).  Forty- four  percent  of  the  visitors  to  Area  A  were  retired 
persons  with  the  next  largest  group  (17%)  being  skilled  craftsmen. 
The  modal  income  appears  to  be  slightly  above  $10,000  a  year. 

The  majority  of  visitors  came  from  Southern  California  -  47  percent 
from  Los  Angeles  and  Orange  Counties  alone.  An  additional  9  percent 
came  from  Arizona,  and  another  9  percent  from  Nevada,  most  likely 
Las  Vegas.  Most  people  traveled  to  the  area  in  a  standard  automobile, 
but  about  9  percent  came  in  a  four-wheel  drive  vehicle.  About  a 
third  of  the  Los  Angeles  visitors  arrived  in  the  area  via  the 


northerly  route  from  Searchlight,  Nevada,  and  about  two-thirds  via 
Route  66  and  Needles,  California.  Eighty  percent  of  the  visitors 
had  made  previous  trips  to  the  area;  55  percent  of  them  had  made  one 
or  more  trips  to  this  same  area  the  previous  year.  The  majority 
of  visitors  stayed  less  than  a  week  per  trip,  indicating  mostly 
■weekend  use.  However,  20  percent  stayed  between  12  and  39  weeks 
(over  39  weeks  was  considered  permanent  residency  for  the  purposes  of 
the  study).  Nearly  70  percent  o£  the  visitors  brought  their  own 
accommodations  with  them  in  the  form  of  trailers,  campers  or  tents, 
although  about  18  percent  used  commercial  accommodations  -  the  largest 
percentage  of  any  area  on  the  lower  Colorado  River.  What  they  liked 
'best  about  the  area  were  in  order  of  response  numbers:  "warm  weather". 
"fishing",  "good  people",  "scenery",  "place  to  relax",  and  "not  too 
crowded".  What  they  would  most  like  to  see  improved  were  (in  order 
of  response  numbers) :  "more  commercial  facilities",  "improved  restrooms", 
"build  a  hospital",  "better  camping  facilities",  and  "better 
recreational  facilities".  Less  than  one  percent  thought  that  more 
"private  enterprise  property  to  buy"  was  needed.  Of  those  visitors  who 
traveled  to  other  outdoor  recreation  sites  not  on  the  Colorado  River, ' 
33  percent  thought  that  Area  A  was  better  than  other  sites  they  had 
been  to;  this  area  showed  the  second  lowest  response  to  this  question 
of  any  area  on  the  lower  river.  Activities  engaged  in  by  the  visitors 
were  (in  order  of  response  numbers) :  fishing,  sightseeing,  boating,  (over 
half  engaged  in  these  activities) ,  swimming,  camping,  water  skiing, 
picnicking  and  hiking  (at  least  25  percent  engaged  in  these  activities) . 

Turning  from  visitors  to  permanent  residents,  an  estimated  15,000 
people  live  in  the  valley  between  Bullhead  City,  Arizona,  and  Needles, 
California.  About  30  percent  of  all  dwelling  units  in  Mohave  County, 
Arizona  are  within  this  area;  70  percent  of  these  are  mobile  homes 
used  as  permanent  residences .  A  profile  of  permanent  residences  was 
compiled  by  a  consulting  firm  in  January  1970  from  a  series  of  interviews. 
The  following  is  directly  quoted  from  the  resulting  report: 

The  typical  resident  moved  to  the  area  within  the  last  three 
years.  The  majority  of  residents  interviewed,  71.7  percent, 
previously  resided  in  California.  However,  the  bulk  of  these 
(64.2  percent)  were  from  Southern  California,  including  about 
4  percent  from  Needles. 

An  additional  18.9  percent  were  from  Arizona  and  Nevada,  and 
the  remaining  9.4  percent  were  from  such  diverse  areas  as 
Oregon,  Louisiana,  Utah  and  Japan. 

Two  principal  reasons  given  for  moving  to  the  lower 
Colorado  River  Valley  area  were:  "warm  climate",  or 
"getting  out  of  the  city  congestion  and  smog".  Of  all 
reasons  given,  over  32  percent  had  some  connection  with 
the  climate  and  location,  and  about  29  percent  were 
connected  with  flight  from  urban  problems. 
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Approximately  one- third  of  the  heads  of  household  interviewed 
were  retired.  Of  those  who  were  actually  employed,  almost 
20  percent  worked  for  the  Santa  Fe  Railroad  in  Needles,  while 
the  majority  of  the  remaining  household  heads  were  employed 
in  other  blue-collar  occupations,  particularly  the  construction 
trades.  The  principal  places  of  employment  were  Needles,  Cali- 
fornia and  Bullhead  City,  Arizona. 

The  median  age  of  respondents  interviewed  was  55  years. 
The  median  annual  family  income  was  $9,450.  The  average 
household  size  was  2.3  persons  and  62.3  percent  of  the 
households  interviewed  contained  two  persons. 

Eighty-three  percent  of  all  households  surveyed  owned  their 
homes.  The  estimated  value  of  these  homes  (land  and  dwelling) 
ranged  from  $10,000  to  $20,000  with  a  median  value  of  just 
under  $16,000.  It  should  be  noted  that  78  percent  of  the 
households  interviewed  were  residing  in  mobile  homes  placed 
on  lots  purchased  for  this  use,  as  opposed  to  being  in  a 
mobile  home  park  with  rental  spaces;  the  balance  lived  in 
conventional  single  family  dwellings. 

Among  the  17  percent  of  the  households  who  were  renting, 
about  three- fourths  paid  rent  ranging  from  $100  to  $124  per 
month,  with  median  rent  being  approximately  $110  per  month. 
All  of  the  families  renting  were  housed  in  furnished 
quarters . 

From  the  same  report,  a  profile  of  lot  owners  -(without  home  development) 
was  constructed: 

The  typical  respondent  owned  an  average  of  1.6  lots.  The  range 
in  parcels  owned  numbered  from  1  to  5. 

Over  one-half  of  the  respondents  indicated  purchase  of  a  lot 
for  future  personal  use  as  follows:  43.3  percent  for  retire- 
ment; 13.4  percent  for  vacation  home  use.  The  other  43.3 
percent  of  those  interviewed  acknowledged  lot  purchase  for  investment 
purposes. 

Approximately  20  percent  of  the  respondents  indicated  their  lots 
were  presently  for  sale  because  of  recent  illnesses  and 
increased  taxes.  An  additional  13  percent  of  the  property 
S  owners  who  bought  more  than  one  lot  indicated  that  while  one 
?  was  being  held  for  personal  use,  the  others  were  purchased  for 
investment  purposes. 

Those  respondents  planning  to  use  their  lot  for  a  retirement  home 
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indicated  an  expected  annual  retirement  income  range  of  from 
$4,500  to  $8,000.   Respondents  who  had  bought  lots  for  purposes 
other  than  a  retirement  home  indicated  present  annual  incomes 
ranging  from  $10,000  to  $18,000. 

Approximately  23  percent  of  the  household  heads  responding 
were  retired.  About  30  percent  were  employed  in  professional 
or  managerial  positions,  with  the  remaining  47  percent  in 
various  other  occupational  categories,  primarily  blue  collar 
and  services. 

The  following  brief  description  of  present  subdivisions  in  the 
impact  area,  from  Davis  Dam  to  Needles,  have  been  abstracted  directly 
from  the  same  document;  they  are  included  as  indicative  of  present 
development  in  the  impact  area. 

1.  Holiday  Shores,  Arizona 

The  Holiday  Shores  development  is  located  on  Arizona  State 
Highway  95,  about  3  miles  south  of  Bullhead  City  in  Mohave 
County,  Arizona. 

This  development  consists  of  1,600  acres  of  land  on  which 
3,400  lots  have  been  subdivided.  Of  its  2-1/2  miles  of 
Colorado  River  frontage,  only  one  mile  has  been  developed 
to  date,  with  additional  raw  acreage  being  held  to  sub- 
divide as  need  dictates. 

Sale  of  lots  began  in  1966  and  the  project  is  currently 
in  its  fourth  increment  of  development.-  At  this  time, 
approximately  1,100  people  (60  percent  retired)  are 
permanent  residents  at  Holiday  Shores. 

2.  Riviera  Estates,  Arizona 

The  Riviera  Estates  development  is  located  about  one  mile 
west  of  Arizona  State  Highway  95  and  5  miles  south  of 
Bullhead  City  in  Mohave  County,  Arizona. 

Riviera  Estates  consists  of  640  acres  subdivided  into 
4,004  interior  residential,  44  riverfront  residential 
and  176  commercial  lots.  This  development,  which  opened 
in  1960,  was  the  first  to  offer  parcels  along  the  Colorado 
River.  There  are  presently  2,500  to  3,000  people  residing 
permanently  in  the  development;  60  percent  are  retired. 
The  development  is  sold  out  and  60  to  65  lots  are  being 
offered  for  resale.  No  additional  acreage  is  held  for  future 
development. 
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3 •  River  Bend,  Arizona 

This  project  is  located  approximately  two  miles  west  of 
Arizona  State  Highway  95  j  about  6  miles  south  of  Bullhead 
City  in  Mohave  County,  Arizona. 

The  project  contains  230  acres  of  land  with  about  2  miles 
of  riverfront.  To  date,  1,840  lots  have  been  subdivided 
as  follows:  1,661  interior  residential;  162  riverfront 
residential;  and  17.  commercial  lots.  Dwellings  have  been 
constructed  on  one -third  of  the  lots  with  over  one -half 
of  the  structures  being  mobile  homes.  The  development  is 
almost  sold  out  with  only  60  lots  remaining.  At  present, 
there  are  approximately  150  permanent  residents  at  River 
Bend. 

4 .  Willow  Valley  Estates,  Arizona 

Willow  Valley  Estates  is  located  on  Arizona  State  Highway 
95  across  the  Colorado  River,  about  six  miles  north  of 
Needles,  California  in  Mohave  County,  Arizona. 

Willow  Valley  Estates  consists  of  2,400  acres  subdivided 
into  2,930  residential  lots  to  accommodate  both  mobile 
homes  and  conventional  residences.  No  riverfront  acreage 
has  been  sold  to  private  parties,  although  a  marina  has 
been  built  for  use  by  property  owners. 

Improvements  have  been  installed  on  60  percent  of  the 
lots.  Of  those  persons  residing  in  the  area,  50  percent 
are  employed  and  50  percent  are  retired. 

5.  Bermuda  City,  Arizona 

Bermuda  City  is  located  on  Arizona  State  Highway  95  across 
the  Colorado  River  from  Needles,  California  in  Mohave 
County,  Arizona. 

Since  1967,  approximately  1,358  lots  have  been  developed 
on  this  2,560  acre  development.  There  are  94  riverfront 
residential  lots  with  an  additional  1,177  interior 
residential  lots  for  either  conventional  dwellings  or 
mobile  home  use.  A  total  of  87  lots  with  highway  frontage 
are  zoned  for  commercial  use.  Approximately  two -thirds  of 
the  lots  sold  have  dwellings  on  them. 

6 .  Colorado  River  Park,  Arizona 

Colorado  River  Park  is  located  about  3  miles  south  of 
Bullhead  City  and  approximately  1  mile  west  of  Arizona 
State  Highway  95  in  Mohave  County,  Arizona. 
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The  development  Is  comprised  of  280  lots,  20  of  which 
are  riverfronts,  situated  on  approximately  61  acres  of 
land  adjacent  to  the  Colorado  River.  Sale  of  lots  began 
in  1963.  At  present j  50  homes  have  been  constructed  and 
are  occupied  by  permanent  residents ,  of  which  40  percent 
are  retired. 

7.  Riverview  Park,  Arizona 

The  Riveryiew  Park. development  is  located  about  four  miles 
south  of  Bullhead  City  in  Mohave  County,  Arizona,  just  east 
of  Arizona  State  Highway  95. 

To  date,  216  lots  have  been  subdivided.  No  riverfront 
property  Is  owned  by  private  parties. 

8 °  Roadrunner  Park ,  Ari zona 

This  development  is  located  just  west  of  Arizona  State 
Highway  95  about  5  miles  south  of  Bullhead  City  in  Mohave 
County,  Arizona. 

Roadrunner  Park  contains  60  acres  with  no  river  frontage. 
The  project  was  opened  in  1968  and  121  lots  have  been 
subdivided.  To  date,  there  are  10  permanent  dwellings 
and  all  residents  are  retired. 

9.  Playa  Del  Rio,  Arizona 

Playa  Del  Rio  is  located  one  mile  west  of  Arizona  State 
Highway  95,  about  7  miles  south  of  Bullhead  City  in 
Mohave  County,  Arizona. 

The  development  contains  100  acres  subdivided  into  450 
lots.  Of  these,  60  lots  front  on  the  Colorado  River  and 
all  lots  are  zoned  for  single  family  residential  use. 

Sales  began  in  1966  and  the  project  is  currently  in  its 
last  increment.  Approximately  20  percent  of  the  lots 
sold  have  been  built  upon  with  5  percent  of  the  lot 
purchasers  having  taken  up  permanent  residences.  All  of 
the  permanent  residents  are  retired.  Approximately  15 
percent  of  the  lots  have  been  purchased  for  weekend  and 
vacation  use.,  while  an  estimated  75  percent  have  been 
purchased  for  a  future  retirement  or  winter  home  site- 

10.  Rio  Palmas,  Arizona 

The  Rio  Palmas  development  is  located  on  Arizona  State 
Highway  95,  10  miles  south  of  Bullhead  City,  in  Mohave 
County,  Arizona. 
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Rio  Palmas  contains  65  acres  which  have  been  subdivided 
into  65  one-acre  lots,  none  of  which  have  river  frontage. 
Sales  began  in  1968,  and  the  development  was  sold  out  with- 
in one  year.  Only  two  mobile  homes  are  located  in  the 
development,  but  there  are  no  permanent  residents. 

11.  Rainbow  Acres,  Arizona 

Rainbow  Acres  is  located  on  Arizona  State  Highway  95 
approximately  11  miles  south  of  Bullhead  City  in  Mohave 
County,  Arizona. 

This  development  consists  of  40  acres  subdivided  into  191 
single  family  residential  lots.  No  land  adjacent  to  the 
river  currently  is  available  in  this  project,  although  an 
additional  1,800  acres  containing  some  riverfront  property 
is  in  litigation. 

Since  lot  sales  began  in  1965,  approximately  35  percent 
of  the  lots  sold  have  been  improved  with  mobile  homes 
which  are  used  primarily  on  weekends  and  for  vacations. 
Some  permanent  residents  are  living  at  the  site,  however, 
and  these  are  all  retired. 

The  following  description  of  Lake  Havasu  City,  while  outside  of 
the  impact  area,  is  included  because  of  its  similarity  to  the 
proposed  action. 

Lake  Havasu  City,  Arizona 

Lake  Havasu  City  is  located  on  the  east  side  of  Lake 
Havasu,  a  45-mile  long  lake  on  the  Colorado  River. 

Lake  Havasu  City  is  being  developed  as  a  "new  town"  on 
16,150  acres  bordering  Lake  Havasu  in  Arizona.  Extensive 
commercial,  industrial  and  recreational  development  has 
been  undertaken  on  the  property,  with  the  primary  industrial 
employment  base  being  provided  by  the  McCulloch  Corporation, 
manufacturer  of  chain  saws  and  outboard  motors. 

Recently,  the  McCulloch  Corporation  purchased  the  historic 
London  Bridge  for  a  reported  $2.5  million,  and  a  relocation J 
cost  of  $6  million.  The  bridge,  which  is  now  re-erected  at 
the  site,  will  become  the  focal  point  for  a  new  multi- 
million  dollar  International  Resort  Center.  Studies  made 
for  the  developer  relative  to  the  impact  of  the  bridge  on 
Lake  Havasu  City  estimate  over  2.8  million  persons  will 
visit  the  bridge  during  the  first  year  after  its  completion. 
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In  addition,  community  income  of  over  $28  million  is 
expected. 

To  accommodate  this  influx,  between  800  and  1,100  hotel  and 
motel  units  are  initially  planned  and  new  restaurants,  shops 
and  other  service  facilities  are  also  anticipated.   The 
developers  report  that  they  have  committed  $15  million 
for  relocation  of  the  bridge  and  construction  of  the 
International  Resort  Center,  They  also  anticipate  private 
investment  of  over  $35  million  in  satellite  facilities. 

Lake  Havasu  City  is  approximately  320  road  miles  east 
of  Los  Angeles,  240  miles  northwest  of  Phoenix,  and  150 
miles  south  of  Las  Vegas.  The  development  may  be  reached 
from  the  north  via  U.  S.  95  south  to  U.  S,  66,  through 
Needles,  California  and  Topock,  Arizona,  to  the  junction 
with  Arizona  Highway  95  (10  miles  east  of  Topock).  Lake 
Havasu  City  is  21  miles  from  the  Topock  junction  with 
Arizona  State  Highway  95. 

From  the  east,  Lake  Havasu  City  may  be  reached  via  U.S. 
66  west  through  Kingman,  Arizona;  to  the  junction  with 
Arizona  State  Highway  95  (35  miles  west  of  Kingman) ; 
from  the  west,  by  taking  U.  S.  66  east  through  Needles, 
California  and  Topock,  Arizona,  to  the  junction  with 
Arizona  State  Highway  95  (10  miles  east  of  Topock). 

There  is.  also  an  airport  at  Lake  Havasu  City  for  commercial 
and  private  airplanes. 

Lake  Havasu  Marina  is  located  on  the  peninsula  in  Lake 
Havasu  State  Park,  Facilities  include  200  slips,  a  launching 
ramp,  floating  fuel  dock,  and  a  complete  range  of  related 
sales  and  service  outlets. 

Single  family  lots  at  Lake  Havasu  City  vary  in  size  from 
10,000  to  20,000  square  feet;  prices  range  from  about  $3,000 
to  $30,000  with  an  average  price  of  $5,900,  Apartment  lots 
vary  from  1/2  to  1  acre  and  sell  for  $14,000  to  $47,000. 
It  should  be  noted  that  there  are  no  waterfront  residential 
lots  in  the  development. 

Commercial  lots  are  typically  50  feet  by  50  feet  (2,500 
square  feet)  and  are  priced  between  $9,000  and  $20,000„ 
Industrial  sites  are  all  one  acre  in  size  and  sell  for 
$25,000  per  acre.  Hotel/motel  sites  range  in  size  from  3/4  to 
2  acres  and  sell  for  prices  ranging  from  $30,000  to  $110,000„ 
Mobile  home  sites  are  all  4,500  square  feet  and  sell  for 
between  $4,500  and  $8,500. 
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Of  particular  significance  have  been  the  addition  of  mobile 
home  lots  of  (sic)  the  reduction  of  hotel/motel  lots.  The 
current „ offering  of  mobile  home  lots  has  been  due  to 
increasing  demand  for  such  lots;  acreage  formerly  set  aside 
for  industrial  sites  has  been  used  for  this  purpose.  In 
fact,  at  Pueblo  West,,  Colorado,  a  new  project  of  the  Lake 
Havasu  City  developers,  20  percent  of  the  lots  (6,000  square 
feet  in  size)  are  designated  for  mobile  home  use  due  to  the 
demand  for  this  type  of  lot.  The  reduction  of  the  number  of 
hotel/motel  lots  has  been  the  result  of  poor  sales  experience. 

The  promotion  and  selling  of  lands  at  Lake  Havasu  City  have 
been  conducted  on  a  nationwide  basis.  McCulloch  Properties 
has  a  policy  of  selling  lots  only  to  persons  who  have 
actually  visited  Lake  Havasu  City  and  seen  the  lots  they 
are  buying «,  McCulloch  Properties  own  and  operates  two 
prop-jet  Siactra  II *s  and  four  Constellations  which  fly 
prospective  customers  to  Lake  Havasu  City  free  of  charge. 
Each  customer  usually  makes  a  deposit  equal  to  his  down 
payment  on  the  lot,  which  is  refunded  if  the  lot  is  not 
bought  after  being  viewed. 

The  Southern  California  area  represents  the  largest  single 
market  for  lots,  accounting  for  an  estimated  20  to  25  per- 
cent of  total  sales.  A  main  portion  of  the  promotional 
effort  for  Lake  Havasu  City  has  been  concentrated  in  mid- 
western  cities  which  in  total  have  accounted  for  an  estimated 
40  to  50  percent  of  lot  sales.  A  promotional  effort  of 
similar  magnitude  has  not  yet  been  developed  in  the  main 
eastern  cities.  A  significant. sales  response  has  been  exper- 
ienced in  the  northwestern  states. 

Although  no  exact  figures  are  available,  the  Holly  Development 
Company,  which  handles  sales  for  Lake  Havasu  City,  indicates 
that  the  greatest  single  motivation  among  buyers  is  for  future 
retirement  use.  Recreation  is  also  a  strong  factor,  particular!- 
among  buyers  from  California,  Arizona  and  Nevada.  An  important 
motivation  among  all  buyers  has  been  the  investment  appeal  of 
property  at  Lake  Havasu  City  as  evidenced  by  the  fact  that 
only  8  percent  of  all  lots  have  built  on.  Also,  it  should  be 
noted  that  with  a  permanent  population  of  over  4.300  persons, 
a  significant  number  of  buyers  have  purchased  lots  for 
construction  of  a  primary  residence. 

Streets  at  Lake  Havasu  City  are  wide,  paved  and  designed 
in  a  curvilinear  pattern  to  provide  attractive  vistas,  with 
rights  of  way  up  to  84  feet.  The  Irrigation  and  Drainage 
District  has  developed  seven  wells,  capable  of  supplying 
a  population  of  55,000  persons. 
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Electricity  and  telephone  service  are  provided  by  Citizens 
Utilities  Company. 

Electric  power  and  water  lines  are  brought  to  the  property 
at  no  cost  to  the  purchaser.  Natural  gas  is  supplied  some 
tracts  by  Southern  Union  Gas  Company. 

The  present  and  future  use  pressures  for  the  area  appears  to  be  a 
combination  of  water  related  outdoor  recreation  use  by  weekend 
visitors,  permanent  residency  in  retirement  communities,  and  the 
attendant  light  commercial  economy  usually  associated  with  these 
primary  uses,  as  well  as  employees  of  Southern  Calif.  Edison  Co. 
Since  most  of  the  pressure  is  related  to  population  centers  outside 
of  the  immediate  area,  it  is  necessary  to  look  at  the  present  and 
projected  status  of  these  centers. 

Population  projections  and  increased  pressures  -  The  relatively 
high  population  density  of  Los  Angeles  and  its  environs,  and  related 
urban  and  environmental  problems  has  placed  considerable  pressure, 
in  recent  years,  on  the  California  desert  areas  as  a  source  of  outdoor 
recreation  experiences.  These  same  problems  have  caused  many  older 
people  to  seek  retirement  living  space  outside  of  the  Los  Angeles  area. 
The  area  treated  in  this  statement  is  on  the  fringe  of  the  desert 
recreation  activity,  and  may  now  only  be  in  the  process  of  "discovery" 
as  a  retirement  area;  however,  it  has  the  relatively  scarce  feature 
of  water  to  distinguish  it  from  other  desert  areas. 

The  following  table  summarizes  the  historic  and  projected  population 

of  the  primary  user  areas  associated  with  the  impact  area.  Roughly, 

the  user  populations  are  expected  to  nearly  double  by  the  year  2000 

from  their  1970  levels.  This  represents  a  considerable  decrease  in 

the  growth  rate  registered  since  1950.  Population  projections  for  Clark 

County  being  used  by  the  Clark  County  Regional  Planning  Council,  the 

State  Engineer  and  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  Water  District  indicate  a  population 

for  the  year  2000  to  be  between  700,000  and  850,000.  The  visitor  day 

estimates  of  the  above  mentioned  table  simply  reflect  the  expected 

population  growth.  No  attempt  has  been  made  to  adjust  for  relative 

use  over  time,  since  such  adjustments  depend  heavily  on  accurate  data 

regarding  alternative  development.  "Supply  creates  its  own  demand", 

seems  to  be  a  truism  with  regard  to  allocation  of  recreation  visits 

among  sites.  There  is  little  question  that  demand  for  recreational 

experiences  will  increase  at  least  as  fast  as  any  specified  population 

group,  but  precisely  where  this  demand  will  have  its  impact  will  depend 

on  development  levels,  use  densities,  special  features,  and  changing 

personal  tastes  regarding  alternatives. 
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BASELINE  POPULATE  ON  AMD  VISITOR  USE  ESTIMATES  TO  YEAR  2000 

1950         I960        1970        1930        1990        2000 

Population  \J 

So.  California  2/  4,762,846  7,445,425  9,512,963  12,081,463  15,428,028  18,621,630 

Clark  County,  Nevada  48,289  127,016  273,288  388,057  423,586  504,914 

Arizona  Area  y  365,254  700,168  980,105  1,277,330  1,771,116  1,868,201 

Visitor  days  in 

Area  A  4/  Not  Est.     Not  Est.      178,733      225,529     285,999 

\j  Projections  beyond  1970  are  based  on  BEA  projections  prepared  for  the  Water  Resources  Council. 

2/  Includes  Los  Angeles,  Orange,  San  Bernadino,  and  Ventura  Counties. 

y  includes  Mohave,  Maricopa,  Yauapai  Counties. 

4/  Assumes  1 967-68  use  adjusted  only  for  population  growth. 


Trends  In  retirement  patterns  seem  to  be  more  stable  than  the  fads 
which  often  direct  recreational  activity.  Persons  are  retiring  earlier, 
with  higher  incomes,  and  with  more  independence  from  family  and  social 
ties  than  in  prior  pre-war  eras.  Establishment  of  retirement  communities 

,  throughout  southwestern  areas  offering  warm  climate  for  outdoor  leisure 
experiences,  pleasant  and  relaxed  environmental  surroundings,  and  adequate 
commercial,  social  and  health  services  have  proved  to  be  successful  and 
desired  by  persons  from  all  over  the  United  States.  For  the  impact  area, 
such  use  is  a  potential,  not  an  immediate  use  pressure;  other  areas  along 
the  lower  river  have  more  of  this  type  of  use  and  are  not  yet  saturated. 
On  the  other  hand,  other  areas  also  have  greater  recreation  visitor 
use  and  the  correlation  may  be  more  than  happenstance,  since  many  visitors 
to  the  impact  area  expressed  a  desire  for  more  commercial  facilities 
which  in  turn  require  a  larger  resident  population.  In  this  regard, 
should  the  total  area  (Bullhead  City,  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Reservation 
and  the  impact  area)  be  more  fully  developed.,  it  may  well  have  the 

■  effect  of  "opening  up"  the  National  Recreation  Area  above  Davis  Dam  to 
increased  visitor  use  from  Southern  California.  Of  course,  this  is 
little  more  than  conjecture. 

Attention  is  now  turned  to  the  present  economies  of  the  two  associated 
counties  and  the  relative  economic  importance  of  leisure  time  related 
activity.  Later,  the  estimated  impact  of  the  proposed  action  will  be 
analyzed  within  the  same  context. 

Economic  Structure  of  Associated  Counties  in  1970  -  Employment 

statistics  for  Clark  County,  Nevada  and  Mohave  County,  Arizona  exhibit 

the  structural  patterns  expected  from  the  earlier  brief  review  of 

their  economic  history.  The  table  on  the  following  page  summarizes 

employment  by  broad  industrial  sector  for  the  two  counties  and  also 

provides  state  and  national  percentage  distribution  for  comparison. 

Clark  County's  hundred  thousand  plus  employment  accounts  for  more  than 

half  the  employment  for  the  State  of  Nevada;  therefore,  differences 

of  a  percentage  point  or  more  between  county  and  state  employment  distributions 

can  be  assumed  relevant.  Unemployment  in  1970  varied  from  6.3  percent  in 

Mohave  County  to  4.0  percent  for  the  State  of  Arizona  as  a  whole;  both 

Clark  County  and  the  State  of  Nevada  were  slightly  above  five  percent. 

Opinions  vary  as  to  normal  limits  for  unemployment  rates,  but  we  can  say  that 

the  exhibited  range  is  not  extreme. 

Whereas  25  percent  of  the  nation's  employment  is  in  the  manufacturing 
sector  on  the  average,  less  than  ten  percent  of  Mohave  County's 
employment  is  dependent  on  this  sector  and  less  than  five  percent 
of  Clark  County's  employees  derive  their  income  from  this  Sector. 
Clearly,  both  counties  rely  on  other  sectors  for  their  economic  base. 
Nearly  40  percent  of  Clark  County's  employment  and  about  34  percent 
of  Mohave  County's  employment  is  derived  from  the  services  sector  of 
the  economy,  as  compared  to  the  national  average  of  15  percent.  The 


71 


'EMPLOYMENT  OF  ASSOCIATED  COUNTIES  BY  SECTOR 

COMPARATIVE  STATE  &  U.S.  SECTORAL  DISTRIBUTION,  19; 
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substitution  of  services  for  the  more  traditional  exportive  manu- 
facturing base  as  an  engine  for  economic  growth  is  attested  to  by  the 
population  growth  mentioned  and  by   the  fact  that  employment  in 
the  construction  sector  is  relatively  much  higher  in  both  counties 
than  in  the  nation  as  a  whole. 

The  table  on  the  following  page  provides  some  representative 
measures  of  personal  income  and  income  distribution  for  the  two 
associated  counties  and  comparison  for  their  respective  states. 
Mohave  County  on  the  average  appears  to  have  a  relatively  higher 
income  level  than  the  State  of  Arizona  as  a  whole.  Other  per 
capita  and  median  family  incomes  are  higher  than  the  state  average. 
However,  the  county  has  a  slightly  higher  percentage  of  families 
with  less  than  $5, GOO  per  year  income  and  for  those  below  the 
poverty  level.,  their  average  income  is  less  than  the  state  average 
for  this  group.  Both  Clark  County  and  the  State  of  Nevada  are 
relatively  affluent  compared  to  Mohave  County.  Again,  however, 
those  families  below  the  poverty  level  have  an  even  lower  average 
income  than  their  counterparts  in  Arizona.  Because  of  the  anticipated 
leisure  time  and  related  use  of  the  transfer  area  under  the  proposed 
action,  an  attempt  is  made  here  to  place  current  recreation  and 
retirement  related  incomes  in  an  economic  perspective.  What  follows 
should  be  considered  only  an  approximation,  since  data  limitations 
preclude  statements  of  certainty. 

Using  Mohave  County's  per  capita  income  of  $3,073  as  representative 
of  per  capita  income  in  the  Mohave  Valley  and  the  estimated  population 
of  the  valley  previously  referred  to,  the  yearly  income  of  persons  living 
in  the  area  from  Davis  Dam  to  Needles,  California  is  estimated  to  be 
about  46  million  dollars.  According  to  the  University  of  Southern 
California  study  previously  cited,  outdoor  recreationists  not  living 
in  the  area  spend  an  average  of  $6.04  per  visitor  day  in  the  area  (as 
compared  to  an  overall  average  for  the  Lower  Colorado  River  of  $3.10 
per  visitor  day).  Total  expenditures  of  recreationists  are,  therefore, 
somewhat  over  a  million  dollars.  Using  a  national  average  conversion 
ratio  between  expenditures  in  the  retail  and  service  sectors  and  income 
derived  from  these  sectors,  the  expenditures  of  recreationists  directly 
generate  about  $761,000  of  the  income  in  the  area,  or  about  1.7  percent 
of  the  area's  total  income. 

Census  data  is  not  available  specifically  for  retired  persons;  however, 
a  conservative  estimate  of  economic  impact  of  retirement  incomes  can 
be  derived  from  an  analysis  of  income  data  covering  persons  receiving 
(but  not  limited  to)  social  security  payments.  Again  using  Mohave 

County  statistics  as  representative  of  the  1,663  families  receiving 

social  security,  603  of  them  have  income  below  the  poverty  level,  with 

an  average  family  income  of  $1,894;  the  remaining  1,060  families 

have  a  computed  average  income  of  $6,146.  Thus  a  weighted  average  for 

retirement  incomes  would  be  about  $4,620.  Assuming  30  percent  of 

the  area's  population  is  retired,  as  quoted  previously,  and  two  persons 
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ANNUAL  PERSONAL  INCOME  IN  ASSOC  SATED 

COUNTIES  AND  COMPARATIVE  STATE  TOTALS 
1970 

ITEM Clark  Co.    Mohave  Co.  Nevada Arizona 

Personal  Income  (dollars): 

Total  (000)                 969,079  79,459    1,744,795  5,215,280 

Per  capita                     3,546  3,073        3,570     2,945 

Percent  of  families  with  less  than 

$5,000                              14.4  22.8         14.8      21.4 

Percent  of  families  with  over 

$12,000                           42.6  30.7        H:3      31  .9 

Median  family  income  (dollars)           10,870  9,241       10,692     9,187 

Poverty  level  income: 

Number  of  families  below          4,827.  .  705         8,641     50,359 

Income  of  poverty  f ami  1 ies     ,    1,755  1,894        1,778     1,998 


Source:   1 970  Census  Of  Population 
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per  retired  family,  then  the  approximately  2,250  retired  families 
in  the  area  have  an  estimated  total  income  of  about  $10,395,000,  or 
22.6  percent  of  the  area's  total  income. 

If  it  is  assumed  that  services  provide  much  of  the  export  type  base 

of  the  local  economy,  then  the  new  money  injected  into  the  local  economy 

from  outside  recreation  visitors  and  retirement  incomes  has  a  multiplier 

effect  in  supporting  local  economic  activity.  Using  an  export  base 

model  developed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  data  for  the  Lake 

Mead  Water  Resources  Council  sub-area,  which  includes  Clark  and 

Mohave  Counties,  a  multiplier  of  1.54  was  estimated  for  export  related 

income.  Therefore,  the  actual  dependency  of  the  local  economy  on  leisure  time 

related  activity  may  be  as  high  as  2.5  percent  on  outdoor  recreation  and 

.35.. percent  on  retirement  income. 

These  measures  reflect  only  the  estimated  impact  in  the  restricted 
area  along  the  river;  relative  importance  of  retirement  income 
declines  the  larger  area  considered.  In  Mohave  County  as  a  whole 
nearly  23  percent  of  all  families  receive  social  security  payments, 
but  their  total  income  is  estimated  to  account  for  less  than  ten 
percent  of  the  total  income  of  the  county.  In  Clark  County  less  than 
12 -percent  of  all  the  families  receive  social  security  income. 

Noise  and  Odor 

There  presently  is  no  source  of  noise  intruding  on  the  site,  other 
than  the  existing  urban  development  of  Bullhead  City  across  the 
river  and  motorboating  on  some  days.  The  quarry  operation  has  the 
potential  for  noise  and  dust  intrusion  should  operations  increase. 

The  odor  quality  may  be  affected  occasionally  within  three  to  five 
miles  of  the  Mohave  Generating  Station  during  upset  conditions  or 
unusual  meterb logical  conditions.  The  odor  from  this  source  is  not 
acrid  or  overpowering,  but  it  does  dominate  and  replace  the  odor  of 

the  desert,  and  thus  shatters,  to  a  good  degree,  the  mood  atmosphere 

of  the  site. 


THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

Natural  Environment 

The  natural  environment  of  the  Colorado  River  was  forever  changed 
with  construction  of  dams  and  dikes  on  the  main  stem1  of  the  River. 
However ,  this  Section  xtfill  consider  the  impact  of  the  natural  elements 
of  the  environment  from  the  present  situation  should  either  alternative 
A  or  B  be  adopted  and  implemented. 

Climate  -  None  of  the  proposed  alternatives  would  have  a  significant 
effect  on  the  climate  (rainfall,,  temperature,  etc.)  of  the  Fort  Mohave 
area.  One  factor  of  climate  may  be  influenced  to  a  degree,  and  that  is 
relative  humidity.  Evaporation  from  the  500  acre  marina  water  surface 
in  Alternative  A  is  about  3,415  acre  feet  per  year.  Alternative  B 
contemplates  a  marina  development  with  a  700  acre  surface  with  an 
evaporative  effect  of  about  4,780  acre  feet  per  year.  These  two 
alternatives  propose  full  development  of  the  flood  plain. 

The  flood  plain  now  supports  about  2,700  acres  of  phreatophytic 
vegetation  using  at  least  5,000  acre  feet  of  water  per  year.   (USDI, 
Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Report  on  Fort  Mohave  Project,  Nevada, 
October  1952).  Without  development,  the  relative  humidity  will  remain 
as  it  is  .now.  With  marina  development  and  the  associated  residential, 
commercial  and  industrial  uses,  there  will  be  a  marked  decrease  or 
elimination  of  the  phreatophytic  vegetation.  Because  the  consumptive 
use  of  water  is  greater  by  vegetation  than  from  the  marina  surfaces 
in  the  proposed  developments,  it  can  be  assumed  any  development  of 
the  flood  plain  will  result  in  an  overall  reduction  of  the  relative 
humidity . 

Vegetation  -  Alternative  A  would  result  in  a  conversion  of  the  flood 
plain  from  a  native  phreatophytic  vegetation  to  that  of  a  landscaped 
vegetation  for  residential  and  recreation  purposes.  Most  of  the 
remaining  60%  of  the  area  on  the  alluvial  fan  would  remain  in  its 
native  desert  shrub  condition,  as  an  open  space  reserve.  Alternative 
B  would  result  in  complete  development  of  the  area,  with  probably 
complete  removal  of  all  native  vegetation  on  both  the  alluvial  fan 
and  the  flood  plain. 

Soil  -  Under  Alternative  A  and  B,  the  soils  of  the.  flood  plain 
Would  be  subject  to  maximum  development ,  with  intensive  rearrangement 
to  f acilitiate  development  of  canals  for  the  marinas ,  and  leveling  of 
sites  for  residential,  commercial  and  recreational  purposes.   Groundwater 
elevations  and  drainage  of  the  area  are  primarily  influenced  by  river  water 
levels.   Therefore,  drainage  should  not  be  a  problem  with  development 
of  the  area  if  proper  precautions  are  taken  to  design  and  provide  for 
adequate  and  proper  drainage.  The  alluvial  fan  area  would  remain  much 
as  is  under  Alternative  A,  subjected  to  wind  and  water  erosion  and 
off-site  uses  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  flood  plain  area.  Alternative 
B  would  result  in  surface  transformation  associated  with  urban-suburban 
development . 
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Under  authority  of  the  1899  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act,  there  is  a 
requirement  that,  before  any  construction  work  is  initiated  that 
requires  excavation,  dredging  or  filling  affecting  navigable  waters 
of  the  Colorado  River,  a  permit  must  be  obtained  from  the  Corp  of 
Engineers.   This  would  no  doubt  apply  to  development  of  marinas  and 
the  canals  for  them. 

Livestock  Grazing  -  Alternatives  A  and  B  would,  in  effect,  eliminate 
livestock  grazing  as  it  now  exists.   The  flood  plain  provides  most 
of  the  livestock  forage  now  available.  Development  of  the  lands  would 
not  be  compatible  with  livestock  grazing.   The  elimination  of  live- 
stock grazing  would  require  the  existing  licensee  to  remove  all  range 
improvements  he  has  constructed  to  date.   There  is  little  potential 
for  increasing  livestock  forage  production  other  than  through  intensive 
agricultural  development  and  irrigation. 

Wildlife  -  Any  development  would  result  in  displacement  of  wildlife 
now  inhabiting  either  the  flood  plain  or  the  alluvium.   Increased 
human  populations  would  have  an  impact  on  the  wildlife  community, 
both  by  physically  displacing  animals  and  by  indirectly  influencing 
wildlife  by  their  close  proximity  and  stretching  wildlife's  tolerance 
to  man's  presence.  Alternative  A  and  B  would  eventually  displace 
most  of  the  terrestial  wildlife  inhabitants,  with  the  exception  of 
certain  songbirds,  lizards  and  rodents.  Under  Alternative  A,  the 
alluvial  desert  shrub  area  would  remain  available  to  the  present 
wildlife  inhabitants  that  could  withstand  the  adjacent  presence  of 
a  human  community.  These  would  probably  include  most  of  the  nocturnal 
desert  replies,  lizards,  rodents,  and  insects.  A  community  developed 
on  the  alluvial  fan  would  by  its  mere  presence  have  an  effect  on 
certain  wildlife  species.   Species  having  a  high  threshold  of  tolerance 
to  the  presence  of  man,  such  as  birds,  insects  and  rodents,  would  not 
be  replaced  as  rapidly  as  the  larger  mammals  and  waterfowl. 

Development  under  Alternatives  A  and  B  would  result  in  a  marina 
complex  on  the  flood  plain,  which  in  turn  would  have  the  effect  of 
increasing  the  temperature  of  the  Colorado  River.   Studies  have  shown 
that  a  maximum  marina  development  of  700  acres  of  surface  water  would 
increase  the  temperature  of  the  river  by  Q.2°F.,  which  now  reaches  a 
maximum  temperature  of  between  68°  and  72°F.   This  increase,  of  Q,2°F, 
in  itself  would  not  be  a  significant  factor  in  adversely  affecting 
the  thermal  characteristics  of  the  Colorado  River  as  fishery  habitat. 
Over  a  long  period  of  time  it  would  have  a  contributory  effect  on 
the  river  as  to  its  suitability  for  trout  habitat.   The  River  presently 
exceeds  temperatures  needed  for  optimum  rainbow  trout  survival  and 
reproduction.  As  a  warm  water  fishery,  the  0.2°F.  increase  of  the 
Colorado  River  would  have  no  effect,  although  an  increase  in  non-game 
fish  may  be  expected.   It  is  assumed  that  there  will  be  little  or  no 
return  flows  to  the  river  from  sewage  treatment.   There  will  be.  some 
oil  and  gas  residue  in  the  marina  area,  and  pollution  from  recrea- 
tional boating.   Little  is  known  about  what  effect  this  petroleum 
pollution  will  have  on  the  Colorado  River's  aquatic  habitac  for  fish, 
waterfowl  and  shore  birds. 

The  following  endangered  species  may  be  found  on  the  Fort  Mohave  area; 


77 


Desert  Tortoise  -  This  species  is  found  throughout  southern  Nevada. 
It  is  a  favorite  for  people  to  pick  up  as  a  pet.  Alternatives  A  and  B 
both  would  increase  the  potential  that  the  Tortoise  would  be  run  over 
by  cars  and  collected  by  both  residents  of  the  area  and  tourists  which 
would  be  attracted  to  the  area. 

Spotted  Bat  -  The  spotted  bat  is  found  in  caves  adjacent  to  the  area 
in  question.  Undoubtedly  an  increase  in  the  population  of  the  area 
would  impact  the  spotted  bat  the  extent  of  the  impact  is  unknown. 

Gila  Monster  -  The  Gila  monster  has  been  reported  to  be  found  in  the 
area.  Little  is  known  about  the  species  in  this  area.  If  the  species 
does  exist  on  the  site,  it  would  be  displaced  to  adjacent  areas  or 
eliminated  from  the  immediate  area.  However,  the  impact  would  be  minor 
since  this  is  such  a  small  portion  of  its  habitat. 

Yumma  Clapper  Rail  -  This  species  was  sighted  on  the  tract  by  Charles  £ 
Watson  of  the  Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation  Association,  Inc.   (see  letter 
in  consideration  and  coordination  Section  of  this  Statement) .  Most  of 
the  members  of  this  species  live  along  the  Colorado  River  south  of  the 
Fort  Mohave  area.  They  frequent  low,  wet  marsh  areas  such  as  found  on 
the  lands  in  question.  Development  of  these  lands  would  further  con- 
fine the  limits  of  their  habitat.  The  total  impact  of  development  of 
these  lands  on  the  species  would  be  minimal. 

Brown  Pelican  -  This  species  is  found  wherever  water  is  present  along 
the  Colorado  River.  Development  would  further  limit  its  habitat.   The 
total  impact  on  this  species  should  the  area  be  developed  is  unknown. 

Bald  Eagle,  Prairie  Falcon  and  Peregrine  Falcon  -  These  birds  are 
found  throughout  Nevada  in  limited  numbers.  There  are  no  known  areas 
on  the  lands  in  question  which  are  critical  to  their  survival.  The 
impact  of  development  on  these  species  would  be  minimal. 

Woundfin,  Colorado  River  Squawfish,  Humpback  Sucker,  and  Longtail 
Chub  -  These  fish  species  inhabit  the  Colorado  River  adjacent  to  the 
lands  under  consideration.   The  impact  of  development  under  either 
alternatives  A  or  B  would  increase  the  temperature  of  the  River.  All 
species  are  warm  water  fish.  Development  could  enhance  their  habitat. 

Minerals  -  The  lands  are  not  mineral  in  character,  with  the  exception  of 
those  mentioned  previously  as  potentially  valuable  for  oil  and  gas. 
The  disposal  of  the  surface  for  development,  either  on  the  flood 
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plain  or  the  alluvial  fan,  would  not  interfere  with  the  utilization 
of  the  known  mineral  estate   The  mineral  estate  would  be  transferred 
to  the  Division  of  Colorado  River  Resources  with  the  surface  if 
alternatives  A,  B  or  C  were  selected. 

Recreation  Values 

For  its  full  length,  the  lower  Colorado  River  presents  an  outstanding 
opportunity  in  the  southwestern  region  of  the  United  States  for  develop- 
ment or  preservation  as  a  recreational  resource.   While  some  of  the 
territory  on  both  sides  of  the  river  can  and  will  be  urbanized,  and  other 
areas  preserved  as  open  space,  the  land  directly  adjoining  the  river  has 
maximum  potential  for  water-oriented  activities.   It  could,  however,  become 
an  uncoordinated  grouping  of  conflicting  uses,  its  ecology  damaged,  and 
its  accessibility  to  the  public  severely  limited. 

The  impact  of  Alternative  A  or  B  on  present,  recreation  activity  will 

be  minimal  in  that  the  present  recreation  activity  is  small.  The  impact 

on  the  recreation  resource,  however,  will  be  significant.   It  could  establish 

completely  new  use  patterns  both  on  and  off  the  site. 

Alternative  A  proposed  to  reserve  the  shoreline  of  the  river  in  public 
ownership.  Alternative  B  does  not,  and  thus  would  exclude  the  general  public 
from  access  to  the  river,  except  from  the  proposed  State  Park  area. 

The  density  of  boat  activity,  speed  boating,  water  skiing  and  fishing 
would  increase  dramatically  under  either  proposal  for  development. 
A  standard  of  one  boat  per  acre  would  amount  to  about  28  boats  per  mile 
of  river.   River  mileage  from  Davis  Dam  to  Needles,  a  reasonable  boating 
distance,  is  28  miles.   These  standards  would  allow  for  about  728  boats 
total  on  this  section  of  the  river  at  any  one  time, 

Considering  development  of  Bullhead  City  and  the  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Reser- 
vation, river  congestion  at  some  point  in  time  will  limit  recreational  use. 
In  sum  the  impact  on  recreation  use  is  going  to  be  a  limitation  of  the  normal 
use  and  a  different  recreation  experience  on  the  river.   It  is  projected 
that  at  some  point  fewer  recreation  days  will  be  accommodated  under 
Alternative  B  than  under  the  Alternative  A  proposal. 

The  desert  is  very  fragile  compared  to  the  river.  Marks  left  on  the 
desert  will  remain  for  many  years;  the  regeneration  of  vegetation  is 
very  slow.   Desert  recreation  activity  is  a  recent  phenomena;  some 
would  say  it  is  a  fad.   Thus,  it  is  difficult  to  project  future  use  with. 
any  certainty.   Should. the  current  interest  in  off  road  recreation 
vehicles  continue,  it  is  safe  to  assume  considerable  pressure  on  the 
adjacent  desert  would  develop  as  the  community  grows.   The  ultimate  impact 
would  be  largely  conjectural. 

Full  development  of  the  transfer  area  would  pretty  well  eliminate 
them  from  any  future  rockhound  activity.  The  value  of  these  lands 
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for  this  activity  is  largely  speculative  at  this  time.  The  Alternative 
B  proposal  would  eliminate  9*000  acres,  while  Alternative  A  would 

eliminate  about  3,000  acres. 

Development  of  the  Fort  Mohave  lands  would  produce  some  impact  on  nearby 
Lake  Mohave  within  the  Lake  Mead  National  Recreation  area.  With  existing 
access ,  this  impact  would  most  likely  be  concentracted  at  Lake  Mohave 
Resort  and  Cottonwood  Cove,   This  pressure  would  be  mostly  for  boat 
supporting  facilities .  Fishing  and  boating  on  the  lake  would  likely 
be  the  focus  of  this  increased  pressure.  Overnight  supporting  facilities 
would  probably  not  be  impacted.  The  National  Park  Service  has  indicated 
that  their  facilities  at  Katherine,  near  Davis  Dam,  are  already  used  to 
capacity  on  peak  holiday  periods.  During  the  1972  Easter  weekend,  the 
access  road  into  Katherine  was  barricaded  and  approximately  4,000  cars 
were  turned  away.  The  influx  of  30,000  people  anticipated  in  Alternative 
A  or  108,000  people  anticipated  in  Alternative  B  would  have  a  significant 
impact  on  the  recreation  use  of  the  Lake  Mead  National  Recreation  area. 
Presently,  there  are  not  sufficient  recreation  facilities  to  accommodate 
the  increased  use  anticipated  by  either  alternative  A  or  B.  Additional 
facilities  on  the  Recreation  Area,  or  a  permit  system  would  be  needed 
to  accommodate  people  wishing  to  use  the  area  for  recreational  uses . 

Archaeology  -  Trie  area  is  disturbed  due  to  the  construction  of  dikes 
along  the  river.  However s  the  remaining  potential  for  the  discovery, 
collection  or  preservation  of  archaeological  remains  would  be  elim- 
inated if  either  Alternative  A  or  B  was  adopted  and  implemented.  This 
would  be  true  unless  prior  to  the  development  the  area  was  surveyed  by 
archaeologists  and  sites  identified  and  preserved,  should  any  exist, 
prior  to  construction. 

Urban  -  Suburban  -  Residential,  commercial,  industrial,  etc. 

There  is  sufficient  land  area  to  support  either  the  Alternative  A  or 
B  projected  populations.  Both  Alternative  A  and  B  provide  for  con- 
siderable residential  development  in  the  area  presently  below  the 
510 8  elevation  -  the  so-called  flood  plain.   The  Bureau  of  Reclamation, 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  requires  that  any  construction  with- 
in the  flood  plain  be  subject  to  the  written  approval  of  that  agency. 
The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  has  stated  that  no  permanent  habitations 
should  be  allowed  in  areas'  subject  to  flooding  (letter  of  July  7,  1972 
to  State  Director  E.  I.  Rowland  from  Regional  Director  E.  A.  Lundberg) . 
Any  permanent  construction  designed  for  habitation  below  the  present 
510  foot  elevation  would  have  to  be  constructed  in  accordance  with 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  requirements  and  stipulations. 

Alternative  A  provides  for  a  population  density  of  from  17  to  21 

persons  per  acre  for  single  family  dwellings  and  from  45  to  54  persons 
per  acre  for  multiple  family  dwellings.  These  figures  apply  only  to 
land  devoted  to  residential  use. 
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It  also  provides  for  jpublic  recreation  areas,  private  resort  areas, 
residential  areas  and  commercial  areas.  All  present  waterfront  area 
would  be  devoted  to  public  recreation.  In  the  Eisner-Stewart  plan, 
which  has  been  somewhat  tempered  by  past  land  transfer  to  the  CRC, 
15.8%  of  the  total  area  would  be  devoted  to  public  recreation,  5.3% 
to  resorts ,  0.3%  to  commercial  use,  12.0%  to  residential  use,  5.7% 
to  ranches  and  60„9%  to  reserve.  No  industrial  use  was  contemplated. 
Past  land  transfer  by  the  C.R.C.  to  the  Southern  California  Edison 
Cos  for  placement  of  the  Mohave  Generating  Station  has  somewhat  altered 
Alternative  A.  Commercial  facilities  are  contemplated  to  be  only  of 
sufficient  size  and  numbers  to  provide  for  the  needs  of  the  community, 
both  permanent  and  transient  populations. 


Alternative  B  provides  for  much  the  same  type  of  development  as 
Alternative  A,  but  on  a  much  larger  scale.  Alternative  B  calls  for 
a  commercial  development  40  times  the  size  of  Alternative  A.  It 
calls  for  an  industrial  park,  in  addition  to  the  uses  in  Alternative 
A.  Total  population  would  be  lh  times  as  great,  as  that  in  Alternative 

A.  No  figures  are  available  as  to  population  density,  but  presumably 
it  would  not  differ  greatly  between  the  two  plans.  In  Alternative 

B,  a  greater  acreage  would  be  devoted  to  residential  use  than  in 
Alternative  A.  Alternative  B  calls  for  an  open  space  area  of  600 
acres t  while  Alternative  A  provides  for  an  open  space  area  of 
6,000  acres.  With  the  development  of  either  alternative,  Clark 
County  would  initially  need  to  provide  public  services  attendant  to 
any  such  population  -  schools,  police  and  fire  protection,  street 
maintenance,  etc.  Eventually,  a  population  concentration  of  30,000 
or  108,000  would  possibly  incorporate  and  provide  many  of  these 
services.   In  the  initial  stages  of  development,  however,  it  would 
be  the  County  that  would  be  called  upon  to  provide  public  services. 

Present  population  in  the  Mohave  Valley,  from  Bullhead  City,  Arizona 
to  Topock,  Arizona  including  Needles,  California,  is  estimated  to 
be  15,000.  In  Nevada,  the  proposed  development  of  the  transfer  area 
could  add  from  30,000  to  108,000.  Immediately  adjacent  to  this  area, 
on  the  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Reservation  is  another  proposed  community 
which  could  add  additional  population.  Two  portions  of  the  original 
transfer  area  sold  to  the  CRC  and  subsequently  sold  to  Rio  Alta  Vista. 
and  Colorado  River  Properties  are  expected  to  be  developed  into 
residential  and  commercial  uses  in  the  near  future.  Rio  Alta  Vista 
has  been  sold  to  the  Tomblin  Corporation  for  development  as  Sundance 
Shores,  with  plans  for  first  phase  development  of  238  condominiums . 
These  properties  will  add  several  hundred  residences  to  the  area  and 
an  unknown  number  of  commercial  facilities.  These  total  estimates 
are  long  term  projections.  Residential  demand  appears  to  be 
increasing  and,  if  sufficient  water  is  available,  will  take  place  in 
Mohave  Valley.  The  transfer  area  lands  may  or  may  not  be  a 'part  of 
this  development.  Strict  application  of  land  use  controls  will  be 
needed  to  assure  proper  development  if  a  new  town  development,  is 
Selected  as  the  best  use  of  the  area. 

Residential  development  will  have  a  major  impact  on  air  and  water 
quality.  While  these  topics  are  discussed  elsewhere  in  this 
statement,  it  should  be  noted  that  increased  number  of  automobiles, 
heating  and  cooling  units,  etc.  are  all  associated  with  residential 
development.  Sewage  disposal  and  solid  waste  disposal  facilities 
will  be  needed, 

Residential  development  will  require  flood  control  structures,  not 
only  from  the  river  but  from  high  intensity  rains,  or  flash  floods. 
A  number  of  small  washes  traverse  the  area  to  the  river.  Channels 
or  storm  sewers  must  be  provided  to  reduce  the  danger  of  structural 

damage . 
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A  sewage  treatment  plant  will  be  required  to  provide  secondary  and 
possibly  tertiary  treatment.  Both  Alternative  A  and  B  anticipate  no 
return  of  waste  water  to  the  river.  Clark  County  has  presently 
restricted  all  sewage  disposal  to  treatment  plants.  No  septic  tanks 
will  be  permitted  in  the  transfer  area. 

Alternative  A  suggests  that  there  be  design  and  building  standards 
established  in  the  development  area  to  guide  the  growth  of  the 
area.  Such  standards  would  guide  and  insure  that  the  individual  sites 
relate  to  the  entire  area.  The  purpose  of  such  standards  would  be 
to  prevent  haphazard,  shoddy  development  and  provide  the  opportunity 
to  achieve  an  economic  permanency  and  a  high  level  of  distinction. 
Lacking  a  narrative  description  of  Alternative  B,  it  is  unknown  if 
such  standards  were  proposed  for  that  development  plan.  Alternative 
A  is  proposed  to  be  a  relatively  small  community  oriented  to  public 
and  private  recreation,  leisure  type  permanent  living  and  a  vacation 
resort.  Alternative  B  is  proposed  to  be  a  large  community  with  a 
diversity  of  economic  base.   It  would  include  the  features  of 
Alternative  A  but  would  also  have  an  industrial  base. 

If  either  Alternative  is  adopted,  land  disposal  could  take  place  in 
two  ways.  The  entire  tract  could  be  transferred  as  a  single  unit, 
or  portions  could  be  transferred  for  development.  The  advantage  of 
a  single  transfer  would  be  that  the  entire  area  would  be  available 
for  complete  planning  and  development.  Although  the  development 
would  most  likely  be  staged  as  demand  dictated,  it  could  be  trans- 
ferred to  a  single  development  organization.  On  the  other  hand, 
piecemeal  transfer  could  provide  sale  of  only  those  lands  needed 
for  immediate  development.  Further  sale  could  be  withheld  until 
such  time  as  full  compliance  with  development  standards  has  been 
met  oh  prior  transfers.  Development  could  be. geared  to  an  overall 
plan  and  could  be  by  more  than  one  organization.   If  demand  for 
the  area  is  lower  than  expected,  lands  not  transferred  could  be 
held  in  public  ownership.  Transfer  of  additional  portions  could  be 
made  only  as  a  definite  need  was  demonstrated. 

Transportation  -  The  existing  transportation  net  is  not  considered 
adequate  for  development  under  either  Alternative  A  or  B.  As 
described  previously,  one  paved  two-lane  county  road  passes  through 
the  transfer  area,  and  a.  number  of  dirt  roads  lead  through  various 
portions,  generally  leading  to  the  river.  Alternative  A  envisions 
three  types  of  roads  -  highway,  collector  streets  and  local  streets. 
These  roads  would  serve  the  developed  area  and  would  tie  in  to 
County  and  State  highways.  An  estimated  40  miles  of  highway  and 
collector  streets  would  be  required  in  Alternative  A.  No  estimate 
is  available  for  Alternative  B.  Probably  upgrading  of  the  highway 
between  Needles  and  Davis  Dam  would  be  required  as  the  population 
increased.   If  both  the  development  in  the  transfer  area  and  the 
proposed  development  on  the  Mohave  Reservation  were  to  become  a 
reality;  a  multi-lane  highway  at  least  to  Interstate  40  at  Needles 
Would  be  required. 
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Upgrading  of 'the  existing  roadway  net  would  probably  not  be  required 
for  several  years.   Priority  with  other  State  and  County  road  improve- 
ment projects  could  be  determined  as  the  need  arose.  The  Nevada 
State  Highway  Department  has  reported  the  following:  Traffic 
generated  by  either  Alternative  A  or  B  would  require  conversion  of 
about  80  miles  of  U.  S.  95  within  Nevada  from  2  lanes  to  at  least 
4  lane  expressway  standards  and  preferably  freeway  standards   About 
20  miles  of  State  Route  77  within  Nevada  will  also  require  consider- 
ation for  4-laning.  Secondary  impacts  would  require  upgrading  the 
design  standards  on  some  20  miles  of  State  Route  68  within  Nevada. 

Bus  and  truck  transportation  would  develop  as  the  need  arose.  Air 
transportation  facilities  presently  available  for  private  aircraft 
at  Bullhead  City  and  Needles  would  not  be  sufficient  for  development 
proposed  in  either  Alternative  A  or  B.  Both  plans  call  for  airport 
development  on  site.  Airport  location  should  be  coordinated  with 
developers  of  the  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Reservation,  as  one  such  facility 
may  prove  to  be  adequate  to  serve  both  communities.  An  airport 
facility  is  associated  with  community  development  and  should  not  - 
by  itself  -  create  a  major  impact.  Should  residential  development 
be  determined  to  be  the  best  use  of  the  transfer  area,  an  airport 
would  be  considered  to  be  an  integral  part  of  that  development. 

With  major  land  development  on  both  sides  of  the  Colorado  River  a 
reality,  assuming  the  proposed  action  is  accepted,  another  river 
crossing  would  be  required.  Presently,  vehicular  access  between  the 
two  sides  is  limited  to  Davis  Dam  to  the  north,  Interstate  40  ' 
crossings  at  Topock  and  a  one-way  bridge  at  Needles.  With  the 
attraction  of  gaming  facilities  at  the  transfer  area,  and  at  the 
Mohave  Reservation  development,  the  availability  of  a  varying  type 
of  commercial  and  medical  facilities  on  either  side  of  the  river, 
more  adequate  access  would  be  desirable.  Any  river  crossing  - 
whether  it  be  over  or  under  the  river  -  should  be  designed  to  be 
aesthetically  pleasing  and  fit  the  mood  of  the  development. 

There  is  no  anticipated  need  for  rail  transportation  into  the  trans- 
fer area.  Facilities  for  passenger  and  freight  service  are  available 
at  Needles,  15  miles  to  the  south. 

Utilities  -  Development  of  the  transfer  area  under  Alternative  A  or 
B  will  require  installation  of  all  utilities,  electricity,  water, 
natural  gas,  telephone,  sewage  disposal  plant,  storm  drains,  etc. 
None  exist  on  the  site  at  present  in  a  form  suitable  for  domestic 
use.  Electrical  power,  telephone  and  natural  gas  are  available  on 
the  lands  and  service  could  be  extended  to  the  transfer  area.  Water 
availability  is  discussed  in  the  next  section,  and  it  will  not  be 
covered  here  other  than  to  state  that  the  extent  of  any  development 
will  be  limited  to  the  volume  of  water  available. 

The  Nevada  Public  Utility  Commission  would ^determine  who  provides 
utilities,  and  it  is  assumed  that  electricity  and  natural  gas  would 
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be  available  in  quantities  sufficient  to  support  the  population  proposed 

in  either  Alternative  A  or  B,  as  would  telephone  service.  Restrictions 

could  be  imposed  on  either  development  plan  for  under  ground  delivery  of 
utilities. 

Sewage  treatment  facilities  would  be  required  to  serve  residential  develop- 
ment. Conceivably  this  could  be  a  joint  venture  with  the  proposed  develop- 
ment on  the  Mohave  Reservation.   Strict  controls  on  sewage  treatment  and  dis- 
posal of  effluent  would  be  imposed  by  Federal,  State  and  County  governments. 

Solid  Waste  -  Clark  County  requires  that  all  solid  waste  disposal  be  by  the 
sanitary  landfill  method,  (see  requlations  Governing  Municipal  Solid  Waste 
Disposal  Sites  and  Facilities,  District  Board  of  Health  of  Clark  County, 
Nevada) ,  unless  special  permission  is  provided  for  an  alternative  method. 
A  sanitary  landfill  requires  trenching  for  disposal  with  daily  cover,  on 
days  of  operation.  Standards  for  operation  of  a  sanitary  landfill  are 
prescribed  in  the  above  cited  document.   Implementation  of  either  Alternative 
A  or  B  would  require  the  establishment  of  a  waste  disposal  site.  A  possi- 
bility exists  that  a  cooperative  site  could  be  operated  to  serve  both  the 
development  on  the  transfer  area  and  the  development  on  the  Mohave  Reser- 
vation, There  appears  to  be  sufficient  acreage  in  the  transfer  area  for 
establishment  of  a  waste  disposal  areas  to  serve  Alternative  A,  although 
a  suitable  site  may  not  be  available.  Trash  removal  from  the  developed 
area  could  be  the  responsibility  of  the  developer,  by  stipulation  of  the 
sale  contract,  and  could  be  provided  by  local  government  or  be  established 
by  private  enterprise.  Adequate  regulations  exist  to  minimize  the  environ- 
mental impact  of  solid  waste  disposal. 

Water 


The  proposed  action  will  have  an  impact  on  water,  both  from  a  water  use 
standpoint  and  water  quality  standpoint.  These  impacts  will  be  discussed 
in  this  section. 

Alternative  A  anticipates  a  population  of  30,000  people  in  residence  with 
accommodations  for  recreation  visitors.  The  plan  also  contains  approxi- 
mately 500  acres  of  surface  water  to  be  used  for  boat  ways  and  marinas. 
Present  water  usage  in  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  is  approximately  0.4  acre  feet 
per  person  per  year  for  all  uses .  This  would  indicate  the  water  requirement 
for  30,000  people  would  be  12,000  acre  feet  per  year.  It  indicates  500  sur- 
face acre  in  addition  to  the  surface  water  presently  in  the  river.  Reports 
indicate  an  evaporation  rate  of  82  inches  per  acre  per  year.  This  indicates 
approximately  3,400  acre  feet  of  water  would  be  lost  to  evaporation  per  year, 
Total  water  requirements  for  the  proposal  would  be  15,400  acre  feet  of  water. 
This  does  not  include  the  amount  of  water  required  to  support  recreationists 
or  tourists. 


83 


This  amount  is  unknown.  The  total  amount  of  water  needed  for  the  im- 
plement at  ion  of  Alternative  A  is  estimated  to  be' 15 , 400  acre  feet. 

The  15,400  acre  feet  would  not  be  available  for  use  elsewhere  in  Nevada 

for  the  growth  and  use  by  industry  or  governmental  entities  in  Clark 
County,  The  water  for  the  proposal  would  come  frois  Nevada's  300 , 000 
acre  feet  water  allocation  from  the  Colorado  River. 

Alternative  B  or  maximum  development  of  the  area  would  consume  43,200 
acre  feet  for  human  use  and  4,760  acre  feet  loss  to  evaporation  from 
the  700  acres  of  additional  surface  water  in  lakes  and  marinas  for  a 
total  of  47,960  acre  fast  of  water. 

The  water  used  for  either  alternative  would  contribute  very  little  to 
the  pollution  of  the  Colorado  River  in  that  it  would  be  treated  in  a 
modular  type  sewage  treatment  plant.  The  water  would  then  be  evaporated 
or  used  for  Irrigation  purposes.  This  type  of  treatment  and  use  antici- 
pates little  return  flow  of  water  to  the  river.  It  is  also  possible  that 
some  of  the  water  would  seep  back  into  the  river  from  the  irrigation  of 
public  parks  and  irrigation  of  lawns,  thus  contributing  to  the  flow 
volume  and  salinity  of  the  river. 

There  are  other  impacts  on  water  quality  associated  with  the  proposed 

development.  These  Include  the  possible  pollution  associated  with 
boat  use  of  the  marinas  and  river  and  thermal  pollution  of  the  river., 
Boats  contribute  to  water  pollution  by  the  nature  of  the  engines  and 
fuel  they  use.  The  fuel  is  often  a  mixture  of  gasoline  and  oil,  some 
of  which  is  not  consumed  and  discharged  into  the  water.  The  amount 
of  discharge  of  this  type  of  pollutant  under  the  proposal  is  unknown. 

There  are  Federal  standards  concerning  water  quality  and  boats.  Boats 
cannot  dump  sewage  into  waterways.  'This  would  mean  that  marinas  would 
have  to  have  pump-out  stations  for  sanitary  wastes  of  boats. 

The  implementation  of  the  proposed  action  under  both  Alternatives  A  mad 
B  proposed  the  development  of  marinas.  The  development  of  marinas  aad 
water  channels  would  have  some  impact  on  the  temperature  of  the  Colorado 
River.  Presently  the  standard  for  temperature  of  the  river  between 
Davis  Dam  and  the  California  boundary  is  2Qoc  or  68  °F.  The  present 
maximum  temperature  of  the  river  during  the  hot  summer  months  varies 
from  69°F.  to  as-  much  as  72°F. ,  which  exceeds  the  standards  under 
present  conditions . 

Attention  is  again  drawn  to  the  requirement  for  a  Corps  of  Engineers 
permit.,  under  authority  of  the  1899  Rivera  and  Harbors  Act,  before  any 
construction  work  is  initiated  that  requires'  excavation,,  dredging,  or 
filling  affecting  navigable  water  of  the  Colorado  River. 

The  consulting  firm  of  TON  of  Las  Vegas  and  Orange  County,  California, 

was  contracted  to  prepare  a  "Thermal  and  Hydraulic  Analysis  of  Proposed 
Marina  Vegas  Development."  This  they  did  by  preparing  a  computer  model, 
tracing  the  temperature  of  the  water  from  the  river  through  the  marinas 
and  then  discharged  back  into  the  river.  The  results  of  their  study  is 
in  the  following  table; 
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TEMPERATURE  VARIATIONS  IN  MARINA  VEGAS  DEVELOPMENT 


HOUR 

AVERAGE 
MARINA  TEMP. 

AVERAGE  MARINA 
DISCHG..  TEMP, 

OR  1 G 1 NAL 
RIVER  TEMP. 

MODIFIED 
RIVER  TEMP.*** 

INCREASE    IN 

1 

79.6 

lh .  1 

7K7 

72.2 

0.5 

2 

79-9 

7k .  5 

71.4 

72.0 

0 ..  f 

3 

80.2 

7^.5 

71 .0 

71  .9        ■ 

l  0,9 

4 

80.3 

76.2 

70.2 

71  .7 

i   ^ 

5 

80.3 

76,0 

67.7 

65. 9 

2.2 

6* 

80,3 

76,2 

67.0 

69.6 

2  ,-6 

■•I     •( 

; 

80.3 

76.3 

67.0 

69,3 

2.3 

8 

80.2 

76,5 

67.0 

68.9 

1.9 

9 

79.9 

76  J 

67.0 

68.6 

!  .6 

10 

80.0 

77.5 

67.0 

67.9 

0.9 

11 

80.0 

— - 

67.O 

67.O 

' 

12 

79.5 

82.0 

67.1 

67.2 

0.1 

13 

79.0 

83.5 

67.3 

68.0 

0.7 

14 

78.4 

85.5 

67.5 

68.4 

0.9 

15 

78.1 

85.O 

67.9 

63.2 

1.3 

16 

77.8 

84.0 

68.7 

70.1 

1  »4 

17 

77.7 

79.0 

70.1 

71 .0 

0,9 

18 

77.7 

76.0 

7K3 

71.9 

0.6 

19 

77-9 

74.4 

71.7 

72.0 

0.3 

20 

78.1 

73.9 

72.0 

72.3 

OJ 

21 

78.3 

73.6 

72.1 

72.3 

0.2 

22** 

78.4 

73.3 

72.1 

72.3 

0.2 

23 

78.8 

74.2 

72.0 

72.3 

0.3 

Ik 

79.2 

74.4 

71.9 

72.3 

0.4 

Hour  of  Maximum  Thermal  Effect  on  River 
Hour  of  Maximum  River  Temperature 
Excludes  effects  of  residual  storage 
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The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  issued  an  opinion  that  the 
marinas  are  or  would  be  part  of  the  Colorado  River  and,  therefore, 
the  temperature  standards  for  the  river  would  apply  to  the  temperature 
of  the  Water  in  the  marinas.   This  opinion  has  not  been  tested  in  the 
courts,  nor  have  all  the  parties  involved  in  the  use  and  management  of 
the  Colorado  River  agreed  to  the  opinion.   However,  as  pointed  out  by 
EPA,  construction  of  marinas  as  envisioned  in  Alternatives  A  and  B 
could  have  a  thermal  effect  upon  the  river.   Therefore,  any  such  develop- 
ment must  meet  existing  Federal,  State  and  local  water  quality  standards. 

The  summary  and  conclusions  reached  by  Vtn  consulting  firm  are  as  follows i 

Hydraulics : 

1.  The  marina  takes  in  water  through  the  inlet,  and  discharges 
through  both  the  inlet  and  outlet. 

2.  At  certain  time  of  the  day,  water  flows  completely  through 
the  marina  in  about  7  hours. 

3.  The  marina  will  not  adversely  affect  the  navigation  qualities 
of  the  river. 

Flushing  s 

1 .  96.6  percent  of  the  marina ' s  water  is  exchanged  each  day 
except  for  the  residual  storage  volumes. 

2.  The  main  marina  channel  and  lake  can  be  considered  as  a  river, 
and  the  deadend  channels  as  individual  marinas,  not  materially 
different  from  any  other  marinas  on  the  river. 

3.  The  deadend  channels  will  be  partially  flushed  each  day  by 
tides  up  to  5.7  feet. 

Thermal  Analysis: 

1.  The  marina  discharges  warm  water  when  the  river  temperatures 
are  low  and  disqharge  cool  water  when  the  river  temperatures  are 
high . 

2.  Maximum  river  temparatures  are  increased  by  only  0.2°F. 

3.  Minimum  river  temperatures  are  increased  by  up  to  2.8°F. 

It  is  assumed  that  the  impacts  on  the  temperature  of  the  river  for 
both  Alternative  A  and  B  would  be  essentially  the  same.   The  impact 
on  water  quality  would  affect  the  downstream  users  of  Colorado  River 
water.  These  are  the  States  of  Arizona  and  California  and  the 
Country  of  Mexico.   The  quality  of  the  water  these  three  entities 
have  been  receiving  from  the  river  has  been  decreasing  the  past  few 
years,  as  development  has  increased  along  the  river.   The  water 
returned  to  the  river  has  been  of  poorer  quality  than  when  it  was 
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taken  from  the  river.  Future  development  of  this  area  or  other 
areas  along  the  river,  even  with  strict  enforcement  of  water  quality 
standards  would  further  decrease  the  quality  of  the  water  in  the 
Colorado  River. 

Several  water  quality  and  quantity  problems  and  disagreements  will 
possibly  only  be  settled  in  a  court  of  law  for  use  of  Colorado 
River  water.  These  are  (1)  marinas  being  part  of  the  river, 

(2)  allocation  of  water  saved  by  removal  of  phreatophytes , 

(3)  whether  or  not  groundwater  is  a  part  of  the  Colorado  River,  and 

(4)  others. 

Air 

Air  quality  will  be  affected  by  the  proposed  action  in  several  ways 
and  from  several  sources. 

During  construction  there  will  be  a  considerable  amount  of  dust  in 
the  air.  This  would  reduce  the  visibility  of  people  living  in  the 
area  or  passing  through  the  area.  Most  of  the  dust  would  fall  to 
the  ground  before  reaching  the  metropolitan  Las  Vegas  Valley. 

Fuel  will  be  used  in  the  area  by  boats  and  automobiles  of  future 
residents  of  the  lands,  and  by  the  boats  and  automobiles  of  tourists 
visiting  the  area.  Also,  some  pollution  would  take  place  from  the 
heating  of  the  homes  of  the  resident  population.  Any  development 
of  the  lands  in  this  area,  whether  it  be  by  the  Fort  Mohave  Indians, 
across  the  river  in  Arizona,  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  or  on  the  lands 
under  consideration,  would  not  assist  the  State  of  Nevada  or  Clark 
County,  Nevada  in  meeting  the  ambient  air  quality  standards. 
Increased  development  of  the  type  proposed  or  anticipated  will 
increase  the  amount  of  particulates,  sulfur  dioxide,  nitrogen 
oxides,  carbon  monoxide  and  photochemical  oxidents  in  the  air  shed. 
Development  at  this  location  rather  than  in  the  Las  Vegas  Valley 
would  tend  to  disperse  the  concentration  of  the  air  pollutants 
within  the  air  shed.  The  amount  of  the  above  mentioned  pollutants 
which  would  go  into  the  air  should  the  proposal  be  adopted  is 
unknown.  These  pollutants  would  impact  portions  of  a  three  state 
area  and  the  present  people  living  in  the  area  as  well  as  the 
tourists  visiting  the  area. 

Alternative  B  is  considered  to  have  more  total  possible  air 
pollution.  Alternative  A  would  have  pollution  from  motor  vehicles, 
(both  recreational  and  residential) ,  while  Alternative  B  would  have 
air  pollution  from  homes,  residential  motor  vehicles,  and  initially 
from  construction  activities. 

Cultural  Environment 

Visual  -  The  Colorado  River  is  the  main  visual  resource  of  the 
transfer  area.  The  river  looks  cool,  fresh  and  inviting  in  the 
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desert.  Its  sinuous  form  is  pleasing  to  the  eye;  it  communicates 

a  mood  of  relaxation.  Development  of  the  site  need  not  destroy 
these  values,  but  easily  could  with  inadequate  design.  The  visual 

form  of  the  river  could ,  in  fact,  be  eaphasized  architecturally 
through  sensitive  site  planning.  Either  alternative  will  completely 
eliminate  the  flood  plain  in  its  present  condition. 

The  flood  plain  cannot  presently  be  described  as  either  scenic  or 
natural.  Sensitive  clearing  of  brush  and  planting  of  native 
riparian  trees  could  convert  this  area  into  an  attractive  oasis. 
This  oasis  would  present  a  stunning  contrast  with  the  backdrop  of 
the. desert  hills. 

Either  alternative  would  drastically  alter  the  appearance  of  the 
piedmont  area,,  substituting  an  urban  street  pattern  and  homes  for 
the  existing  native  vegetation  and  alluvial  fan  land  form.  The  back- 
drop of  the  mountains  would  not  be  impacted  directly  by  the  proposals, 
but  could  be  scarred  by  uncontrolled  recreation  use  resulting  from 
the  new  resident  population. 

Political 


Type  of  Government  -  With  either  Alternative  A  or  B,  the  type  of 

government  exercising  control  over  the  area  will  not  change.  The 
description  of  the  agencies,  and  their  attendant  responsibilities,, 
noted  in  the  previous  section  -  Description  of  the  Environment 
(without  the  proposal)  -  will  apply  equally  to  the  situation  as 
described  in  this  section.  It  is  assumed  that  should  development 
take  place  on  the  scale  proposed  -  30,000  to  108,000  new  residents  - 
a  city  government  would  evolve.  In  this  situation,  a  number  of 
responsibilities  ot  County _ government  would  be  replaced,  at  least 
in  part,  by  the  city  government. 

Planning  -  The  impacts  of  planning  are  probably  as  important,  if  not 

more  important,  than  any  other  single  factor.  The  proposed  action 
could  flourish  or  fail  on  the  basis  or  the  lack  of  it.  Regardless 
of  which  alternative  is  selected,  a  preliminary  master  plan  of 
sufficient  detail  should  be  adopted  to  indicate  types  of  development 
on  specific  areas  and  such  plan  should  be  made  a  part,  of  any  sale 
contract.  Whatever  plan  is  adopted  could  provide  for  staged,  or 
piecemeal  transfer  to  insure  complete  development,  on  each  parcel 
transferred.  Contract  stipulations  and  restrictions  and  full 
implementation  of  existing  County  codes,  ordinances,  regulations  and 
other  land  use  controls  could  assure  proper  development.  Subdivision 
maps  submitted  to  the  County  planning  department  should  not  be  approved 
unless  they  comply  fully  with  the  master  plan  of  development  adopted 
for  the  transfer  area.  There  exists  adequate  control  authority  at  the 
County  level  to  provide  for  full  compliance  with  the  master  plan. 
This  authority,  together  with  deed  restrictions,  covenants  and  a 
reversionary  clause  for  non-compliance,  if  used  completely,  would 
provide  for  development  of  the  quality  envisioned  in  the  adopted 
master  plan. 
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The  lack  of  sound  planning  for  any  development  of  the  transfer  area 
can  inflict  a  serious  impact  on  the  environment .  Any  changes  of  the 
existing  landscape  will  have  a  lasting  effect,  and  is  highly  visible. 
Mistakes  are  difficult  to  correct.  Haphazard  development  could 
create  a  "slum"  area  that,  realistically,  could  never  be  completely 
eliminated.  On  the  other  hand,  an  opportunity  exists  to  create  a 
delightful  recreation  oriented  community  that  could  be  a  model  for 
other  new  towns.  A  development  plan  must  be  adopted  that  will 
compliment  the  existing  river  resource,  and  that  plan  must  not  be 
altered  purely  for  the  purpose  of  exploiting  the  resource.  No 
plan  is  "perfect"  or  static,  and  it  should  be  subject  to  modification 
for  the  purpose  of  improvement.  Prior  to  any  actual  land  transfer, 
the  development  plan  selected  must  be  approved  by  the  Colorado  River 
Commission,  the  Clark  County  Planning  Council  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior.  This  plan  should  include  a  Master  Plan,  maps,  narrative, 
artist  conceptions,  feasibility  study  and  other  supporting  data. 
A  prospective  developer  should  be  required  to  submit  such  data  before 
an  award  of  contract  is  made.  Backup  data  should  include  design  and 
building  standards.  It  should  indicate  stages  of  development  and  the 
portion  of  the  area  needed  for  each,  and  a  timetable  of  investment 
and  construction. 

With  approval  by  the  three  entities  mentioned  above,  firm  stipulations 
of  contract  and  patent  (deed)  restrictions  can  be  established.  The 
review  of  the  plan  of  development  must  relate  to  the  overall  regional 
development,  including  the  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Reservation  plan 
and  development  in  Mohave  County,  Arizona.  It  would  be  incumbent  on 
the  Clark  County  government  and  the  Federal  government  to  review  the 
proposed  action  in  light  of  other  plans  in  the  geographic  region. 

Zoning  -  Clark  County  has,  in  effect,  adequate  land  use  zoning 
controls  to  insure  proper  use  of  the  lands  if  they  are  transferred 
for  development.  It  would  be  highly  desirable  for  the  County  to 
designate  appropriate  zoning  districts  in  accordance  with  the  adopted 
plan  stipulated  by  the  Secretary  of  the  U.  S.  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  as  agreed  to  by  the  Colorado  River  Commission.  Strict 
enforcement  of  the  zoning  ordinance  will  help  insure  proper  develop- 
ment. Land  use  zoning,  when  enforced,  is  a  very  effective-  form  of 
control  of  development.  There  are  not  at  present  any  nonconforming 
uses  to  be  contended  with,  as  the  land  is  undeveloped.  There  should 
be  little  need  for  variances  if  the  master  plan  of  development  is 
adhered  to  and  appropriate  zoning  made  by  Clark  County. 

Other  Land  Use  Controls  -  Enforcement  of  existing  codes,  regulations, 
and  ordinances  should  minimize  this  aspect  of  environmental  impact. 
Building  and  design  codes  could  be  developed  so  as  to  insure 
aesthetically  pleasing  structural  design.  Design  codes  for  subdivision 
development  could  be  established  to  form  a  specific  theme  to  blend 
with  the  landscape.  Commercial  building  design  codes  could  also  be 
established.  Regulatory  controls  exist  and  only  need  implementation. 
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Sewage  treatment  and  waste  disposal  controls  are  adequate  to  minimize 
the  impact  of  development.  Air  and  water  quality  controls,  when 
enforced,  will  limit  environmental  impact. 

Social  and  Economic 

Earlier  in  this  report  an  economic  profile  of.  current  activity  in 
the  impact  area  and  associated  counties  was  presented.  Against 
that  base,  this  section  will  attempt  to  indicate  the  possible  impacts 
resulting  from  the  assumed  development  stemming  from  the  proposed 
actions  as  described  in  the  opening  portion  of  this  statement. 
Specifically,  this  section  will  address  itself  to  four  impact  topics: 
(1)  meeting  land  use  pressures,  (2)  increases  in  the  economic 
structure  of  Clark  County,  (3)  a  brief  discussion  of  special  social - 
ethnic  considerations  if  any,  and  (4)  community  costs  associated 
with  increases  in  social  services, 

Land  Use  Pressures  -  Two  principal  land  uses  have  been  identified 
which  are  tied  to  population  centers  outside  of  the  area:  outdoor 
recreation  and  retirement  homesites.  Other  use  needs  such  as  light 
commercial,  commercial  recreational,  second  (vacation)  homesites, 
residences  for  employed  persons,  and  for  public  purposes,  are  either 
dependent  upon  the  two  uses  mentioned  or  represent  a  potential 
rather  than  an  immediate  need. 

If  the  present  ratios  for  both  recreation  and  retirement -use  to  the 
user  population  centers  were  to  continue  in  the  future,  the  95 
percent  projected  increase  in  population  by  the  year  2000  would 
result  in  an  increase  of  some  165,000  visitor  days  and  slightly 
over  2,100  new  retirement  homesites. 

There  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  area  could  not  meet  such 
relatively  low  levels  of  increased  land  use  requirements  with  the 
development  activity  currently  in  progress.  Applying  the  same  95 
percent  increase  to  the  local  population  would  suggest  that  the  total 
population  in  the  Mohave  Valley  would  be  slightly  less  than  30,000 
people  by  the  year  2000. 

There  are  reasons  to  believe,  however,  that  extension  of  present 
use  pressures  into  the  future  cannot  be  considered  predictive  of 
future  pressures  nor  of  future  potential.  In  reference  to  outdoor 
recreation  visitor  use,  the  fact  that  the  impact  area  is  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  highest  use  area  of  the  Lower  Colorado  River  could 
well  indicate  that  as  use  densities  increase  in  the  high  use  area, 
a  spillover  could  occur  into  the  impact  area  increasing  its  rate  of 
use.  Also,  the  development  taking  place  in  the  impact  area,  exclusive 
of  the  proposed  transfer  area,  could  also  draw  additional  outdoor 
recreational  visits.  Perhaps  a  range  of  between  400,000  and  600,000 
visitor  days  of  use  by  the  year  2000  could  be  expected.  Present 
facilities  in  the  area  are  strained  at  present  use  levels;  therefore, 
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provision  for "roughly  an  additional  300,000  visitor  days  of  use 
in  the  area  seems  prudent.  The  smaller  tract  developments  in  the 
area  are  not  presently  planning  for  this  type  of  use.  The  Fort 
Mohave  Indian  Reservation  development  plan  devotes  only  one  rela- 
tively small  area  to  travel  trailer  and  camping  use.  As  noted 
earlier j  70  percent  of  outdoor  recreation  visitor  use  can  be  expected 
to  be  of  this  nature  -  about  210,000  visitor  days.  The  Alternative 
A  devotes  close  to  1000  acres  to  public  recreation  in  addition  to 
6,000  acres  of  open  space  reserve. 

The  following  analysis  of  single  family  dwellings,  principally 
retirement  and  vacation  homesites,  is  based  on  findings  of  the  VTN 
study  previously  cited.  In  that  study,  an  analysis  was  made  of  the 
primary  user  area  relative  to  demand  (actual  intent  to  purchase)  for 
second  homes  of  persons  with  income  exceeding  $10,000  per  year  and 
retirement  homes  for  persons  over  65  years  of  age  for  the  population 
increase  between  1970  and  1980.  The  results  have  been  adapted  to 
the  population  projections.  For  the  period  1977  to  2000  the  total 
demand  for  homesite  lots  for  the  stated  population  is  estimated  at 
910,450,  Two  methods  are  used  here  to  translate  this  demand  to  the 
impact  area:  -the  first  can  be  thought  of  as  estimating  natural 
pressure  for  homesite  land  use;  the  second  can  be  interpreted  as  a 
potential  for  such  if  developers  pursue  an  active  marketing  program. 

National  studies  have  shown  that  30  percent  of  Pacific  coastal  popu- 
lations have  a  preference  for  water  related  activity  with  respect 
to  leisure  time  allocation;  further,  the  USC  study  of  the  Lower 
Colorado  River  indicated  that  seven  percent  of  those  persons  attracted 
to  the  river  were  attracted  to  the  impact  area.  Applying  these 
factors  to  the  total  demand  for  homesite  lots  yields  a  proportionate 
demand  in  the  impact  area  for  about  19,000  sites.  Since  the  basic 
demand  represents  actual  intent  to  purchase  and  the  applied  factors 
represent  observed  use,  we  can  assume  that  all  sites  will  be  built 
upon.  Currently  2.3  persons  per  household  is  the  average  observed 
density  in  the  impact  area;  therefore,  an  increase  of  about  44,000 
persons  can  be  expected  in  the  area  as  a ■minimum. 

The  second  approach  -  an  estimate  of •  potential  -  assumes  a  sales 
program  which  captures  25  percent  of  the  total  demand  as  has  been 
evidenced  by  active  developments  such  as  Lake  Havasu  City.  In 
such  developments,  one  lot  in  five  sold  actually  have  a  home  built 
on  them.  Therefore,  of  the  more  than  200,000  lots  which  could  be 
sold  in  the  area,  about  45,500  would  have  residences  on  them 
resulting  in  an  increased  population  in  the  area  of  about  105,00  0 
persons.  Hence,  by  the  year  2000,  the  total  population  in  the 
Mohave  Valley  could  range  between  60,000  and  120,000  permanent 
residents,  depending  upon  the  degree  and  type  of  development. 

There  are  about  10,000  homesites  available  or  ready  for  subdivision 
in  the  smaller  development,  projects  located  in  the  impact  area 
(reviewed  in  a  previous  section).  We  can  assume  that  over  9,000 


91 


homesites  will  be  made  available  in  the  Fort  Mohave  City  development. 
Proa  the  foregoing  analysis,  the  following  conclusions  can  be  drawn 
with  respect  to' the  two  basic  land  use  pressures  existing  in  the  area: 

1.  Any  use  of  the  transfer  area  which  enhances  the  ' 
conditions  in  which  outdoor  recreation  takes  place  will 
be  contributing  to  the  fulfillment  of  a  need  which  may 
become  critical  in  the  next  25  years. 

2*  The  proposed  action  can  provide  satisfaction  of  desires 
for  vacation  and  retirement  homesites,  but  is  not  essential 
to  meeting  this  demand  in  the  absence  of  sales  promotion. 

Economic  Gains  in  Clark  County  -  The  following  estimate  of  the  impact 
of  the  proposed  action  on  Clark  County's  economy  is  derived  from 
some  basic  assumption  and  application  to  the  proposed  action  of 
average  economic  relationships  found  in  Clark  County  except  where 
noted.  ■  All  dollar  amounts  are  in  constant  1970  dollars.  The  basic 
assumptions  are: 

i.  -The  new  town  will  reach  its  planned  population  level  of 
30,000  by  the  year  2000; 

2.  Thirty  percent  of  the  population  will  be  retired; 

3.  Per  capita  income  for  the  non-retired  segment  of  the 

population  will  increase, in  accordance  with  projections,  made 
by  "iixe'EBk   for  the  Water  Resources  Council  (about  150  percent 
by  the  year  2000} ,  but  retirement  incomes  will  increase  only 
two-thirds  the  rate  of  employed  persons. 

Applying  t'xese  assumptions  to  present  levels  of  income  as  previously 
described;  yields  an  estimate  of  personal  income  from  retirement 
sources'  of  $73,752,000  for  the  year  2000  and  income  from  employment 

of  $166,068,000  or  a  contribution  to  Clark  County's  income  of  close 
to  $240,000,000.  This  income  level  represents  a  three  to  ten  percent 
net  increase  over  what  the  county's  income  level  would  be  without,  th 
proposed  action.  Only  a  range  of  net, increase  is  present 'because  -.' 
the  nature  of  the  income  sources.  Retirement  incomes  can  readily 
be  assumed  to  be  new  money  in  the  county;  however,  incomes  derived 
from  tourist  expenditures  may,  to  some  degree,  represent  a  transfer 
of  activity  from  Las  Vegas  to  the  impact  area. 

An  estimated  9,450  jobs  would  be  available  in  the  year  2000  as 
a  result  of  the  proposed  action.  The  table- on  the  following  page 

shows  the  estimated  distribution  of  employment  by  sector  based 
on  present  distribution  in  Clark  County,  adjusted  for  obvious 
differences.  For  example/  agriculture  and  mining  are  not  a  part 
q£  the  proposed  action. 


ESTIMATED  DISTRIBUTION  OF  EMPLOYMENT  BY  SECTOR 
RESULTING  FROM  PROPOSED  ACTION,  2000 

Employment 


Industry  Sector 


Percent 


Number 


Agriculture 

Mining 

Construction 

Manufacturing 

Trans.,  Comm. ,  and  Utilities 

Wholesale  Trade 

Retail  Trade 

Services 

Government  and  all  other 


0 
0 

15 

2 

S 

2 

20 

33 

20 


0 

0 

1420 

190 

750 

190 

1900 

3100 

1900 


Tot  a: 


100.0 


9450 


Source:  1970  Clark  County  distributions,  adjusted 


93 


Special  Social  and  Ethnic  ur.,.sidera<.ions  -  Presently  the  impact  area 
of  the  river,  from  Davis  Bass  to  Needles,  is  heavily  used  (44%)  by 
retired  visitors,  many  of  whom  have  expressed  desires  for  more 
facilities  both  commercial  and  non-commercial.  The  features  which 
attracted  them  to  the  area  -  warm  weather,  fishing,  scenery,  and  a 
lack  of  congestion  -  are  essentially  environmental  in  nature. 
Alternative  A  with  less  than  five  percent  of  total  area  devoted 
to  commercial  and  resort  use.,  over  11  percent  devoted  to  public 
recreation,  and  65  percent  set  aside  as  open  space  reserve,  is  in 
keeping  with  the  qualitative  views  of  present  users  who  are  in  the 
upper  age  group  percentiles  of  the  population.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  maintenance  of  these  qualitative  factors  has  an  opportunity 
cost  in  the  sense  that  initial  costs  to  land  purchasers  and  perhaps 
even  tax  rates  will  of  necessity  be  higher  than  they  otherwise  would 
be  with  higher  density  development  (Alternative  B) .  A  retirement 
income  of  $6,000  to  $12,000  per  year  is  assumed  over  the  next  20 
years.  Thus,  lower  income  groups  in  the  primary  user  area  of 
Southern  California  will  tend  to  have  relatively  fewer  opportunities 
to  purchase  land  for  retirement  purposes  in  the  transfer  area  itself. 
Land  in  higher  density  subdivisions  in  the  wider  impact  area  is 
expected  to  continue  to  be  available  throughout  the  time  period 
considered. 

Induced  Community  Costs  -  There  is  insufficient  information'  on  the 
details  of  the  assumed  community  plan  to  allow  for  specific  estimates 
of  costs.  However,  an  idea  of  municipal  costs  can  be  gained  by  a 
review  of  average  costs  in  established  Nevada  communities.  The 
table  on  the  following  page  presents  per  capita  data  for  two  size 
groups  -  Nevada  has  no  city  in  the  census  between  25,000  and  50,000 
population.  These  data  have  ben  interpolated  to  arrive  at  the 
estimates  for  a  size  of  30,000  population.  Expenditures,  of  course, 
do  not  reflect  initial  capital  outlays.  For  this  reason  the  long 
term  debt  is  also  shown. 

A  major  cost  not  included  in  the  estimates  of  the  table  is  that  of 
schools.  The  table  on  page  95  provides  comparable  figures  for  a 
hypothetical  school  district.  The  enrollment  of  6,100  was  arrived 
at  by  applying  Clark  County  per  capita  enrollment  to  the  non-retired 
segment  of  the  population  assumed  to  result  from  the  proposed  action. 
Total  community  expenditures  in  the  year  2000  for  major  social 
services,  applying  the  same  increase  factor  as  applied  to  the  personal 
income  estimates  made  earlier,  might  be  in  the  neighborhood  of 
$35,000,000. 

The  reader  is  cautioned  not  to  compare  directly  these  cost  estimates 
to  the  economic  gains  described  above  in  the  sense  of  a,  "benefit-cost." 
ratio.  Not  all  possible  costs  are  included;  e.g.,  the  construction  of 
a  hospital,  -  nor  have  the  figures  been  sequenced  for  time  related 
analysis.  The  approach  to  the  economic  analysis  throughout  this 
report  has  been  to  assess  the  impacts  which  might  reasonably  be 
expected  from  the  proposed  action.  No  attempt  has  been  made  to  test 
the  feasibility  of  any  action. 
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ESTIMATED 'REVENUES,  EXPENDITURES,  AND  DEBT  FOR  A  HYPOTHETICAL 
SCHOOL  DISTRICT  IN  A  RETIREMENT-TYPE  COMMUNITY  IN  NEVADA 


ITEM 


AVERAGE  AMOUNT  PER  PUPIL 


ALL  SCHOOL 

DISTRICTS 


ENROLLMENT  OF 
1200  OR  MORE 


ENROLLMENT  OF 
LESS  THAN  1200 


ESTIMATED  TOTALS 
|FOR  AN  ENROLLMENT 
OF  6,100 


General  Revenue 
From  taxes 
From  State 
Government 

664 

281 

313 

659 

277 

312 

839 
415 

363 

4,020,000 
1,690,000 

1,900,000 

General 

Expenditures 

700 

698 

763 

4,260,000 

For  personal 

Services 
Capital  outlay 

443 
112 

440 
115 

531 
28 

2,680,000 
700,000 

Total  Debt 

1,172  ■' 

1,178 

987 

7,150,000 

Source:  1967  Census  of  Governments 
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Noise  and  Odor 

The  noise  and  odor  levels  would  probably  be  equivalent  to  non- 
industrial  cities  o£  similar  size  elsewhere.  The  major  source  of 
odor  would  be  from  boat  and  automobile  emission.  While  not  terribly 
offensive  in  itself,  either  level  of"  urbanization  coupled  with  the 
existing  power  plant  emission  would  effectively  preclude  emjoyment  of 
the  desert  smell  within  the  site  except  on  rare  occasions  immediately 
following  a  rain. 

Most  offensive  sounds  would  result  from  boats  and  road  traffic.  This 
intrusion  would  destroy  the  mood -atmosphere  of  both  the  desert  and 
river  sounds  from  most  places  within  any  development. 

Potential  for  Man-Caused  Accident s 

The  concentration  of  people  in  the  area,  whether  permanent  residents 
or  tourists,  will  greatly  increase  the  opportunity  for  man-caused 
accidents.  The  accidents  could  be  by  fire,  drownings,  boat  and 
motor  vehicles,  toxic  substances,,  land  subsidence  (caused  by  pumping 
from  underground  acquifers)  and  others.  The  accidents,  if  they 
occurred,  could  cause  personal  injury,  death  and  loss  of  property. 
The  potential  for  man-caused  accidents  would  be  no  greater  at  this 
location  than  for  any  community  of  like  size,  except  for  the  greater 
potential  for  water  related  accidents. 

Potential  for  Natural  Catastrophes 

The  potential  presently  exists  for  fire,  earthquakes  and  floods, 
However,  they  may  or  may  not  be  catastrophic  if  they  would  occur  at 
the  present  time,  due  to  few  people  living  in  the  area.  Concentrating 
people  in  the  area  would  increase  the  potential  for  fire  and  floods. 
Also,  the  amount  of  damage  done  should  a  fire  or  earthquake  occur 
would  be  greater.  A  flood  either  from  high  intensity  storms  in  the 
mountains  or  from  a  dam  or  dike  breaking  would  be  catastrophic  with 
a  high  concentration  of  people  living  along  and  downstream  from  the 
break. 

The  full  potential  of  these  hazards  is  unknown. 
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MITIGATING  MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

Patent  or  Deed  Restrictions  -  Any  patent  that  issues  from  the  United 
States  to  the  Colorado  River  Commission  of  Nevada  should  include  re- 
strictions to  insure  that  development  will  conform  to  the  standards 
desired.   These  restrictions  are  listed  below.   Section  7  of  P.L.  86-433 
(The  Fort  Mohave  Act)  states  in  partp  "The  Secretary  is  hereby  authorized 
to  perform  any  e;:;id  all  acts  and  to  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may 
be  necessary  or  proper  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act.   He 
shall  give  particular  attention  in  so  doing  to  including  in  any  con- 
veyancing instruments  executed  under  the  authority  of  this  Act  such 
provisions  as  will  in  his  judgment  protect  existing  or  future  uses  by 
the  United  States  upon  failure  of  the  State  or  its  Successors  in  interest 
to  strictly  comply  with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  any  such  conveyancing 
instrument . " 

In  addition  to  a  general  restriction  that  development  be  in  accordance 
with  a  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  following 
specific  restrictions  would  be  imposed: 

—  solid  waste  disposal  be  by  cut  and  fill  method  only, 
with  cover  and  compaction  of  waste  material  daily  (each 
day  of  operation) . 

—  sewage  treatment  facilities  will  allow  no  return  of 
effluent  to  the  Colorado  River.   Evaporation  ponds  would  be 
lined  to  prevent  seepage. 

—  any  construction  within  the  flood  plain  would  be  subject  to 
the  written  approval  of  the  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation.   Also, 
any  permanent  construction  designed  for  habitation  below  the 
present  510  foot  elevation  would  have  to  be  constructed  in 
accordance  with  Bureau  of  Reclamation  stipulations  and  require- 
ments . 

—  distribution  of  all  utilities  within  the  developed  area 
be  underground. 

—  lining  of  all  marinas  and  canals. 

—  a  specific  minimum  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  public 
recreation  use. 

—  a  specific  minimum  setback  from  the  river's  edge  for 
areas  of  public  use. 

—  a  maximum  density  for  housing,  by  type  (single  family 
and  multiple  family) . 

--  a  maximum  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  commercial  and 
industrial  uses. 
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—  a  minimum  acreage  to  be  devoted  to  open  space. 

—  a  maximum,  height  restriction  for  buildings. 

—  building  and  design  code. 

—  all  development  must  be  in  accordance  with  Federal,  State  and  local 
air  and  water  quality  standards  and  in  conformance  with  Nevada's  Air 
Quality  Implementation  Plan. 

—  a  non-discrimination  clause  to  be  imposed  upon  the  developer 
involving  both  the  construction  and  sales  phases  of  development. 

—  other  restrictions  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior.   Failure  to  comply  with  patent  restrictions  Would 

be  cause  for  contract  cancellation  by  the  CRC  and  possible  reversion 
of  title  to  the  United  States.   Compliance  with  patent  restrictions 
would  be  insured  by  inspection  of  development  by  the  CRC  and  the 
Secretary  through  their  authorized  representatives. 

Planning,  zoning,  ordinances,  codes  and  regulations  -  in  addition  to  patent 
reservations,  there  exists  local  land  use  restrictions  to  control  develop- 
ment within  the  transfer  area.   The  County  Planning  Department  must  approve 
subdivision  plans.   Standards  of  that  agency  must  be  met  before  construc- 
tion would  be  allowed.   Zoning  authority  exists  which  can  restrict  types  of 
land  use.   The  present  open  zoning  district  would  be  changed  to  a  more  re- 
strictive district  as  plans  for  development  for  the  type  use  contemplated 
in  the  proposed  action,  and  properly  applied,  can  insure  the  type  of 
development  desired.   In  addition  to  the  zoning  ordinance,  building  elec- 
trical and  plumbing  codes  would  be  imposed  on  any  potential  developer. 
Regulations  governing  sewage  treatment,  solid  waste  disposal,  air  and 
water  quality  also  exist."  There  appears  to  be  adequate  local  authority 
to  insure  compliance  with  an  approved  plan  of  development.   In  addition 
to  existing  authority,  a  subdivision  design  code  would  be  established 
to  provide  for  a  "theme"  of  construction.  More  restrictive  measures 
could  be  included  such  as  minimum  building  setbacks  greater  than  pro- 
vided in  existing  zoning  ordinances,  types  and  limits  of  fencing,  commer- 
cial building  design,  etc.   The  only  limiting  factors  in  this  category 
would  be  the  implementation  of  zoning  and  the  degree  of  enforcement  of 
existing  authority. 

Enforcement  and  Monitoring  -  Three  levels  of  enforcement  and  monitoring 
of  development  will  exist  if  the  lands  are  transferred  -  Federal,  State 
and  local.   Federal  concern  will  be  with  the  plan  of  development  as  approved 
by  the  Secretary  and  specific  restrictions  incorportated  into  the  patent. 
Federal  authority  also  exists  in  law  and  in  regulations  of  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  to  enforce  air  and  water  quality  standards. 

The  State  will  also  be  concerned  with  development  in  accordance  with 
the  approved  plan  through  any  contract  entered  into  between  the  CRC 
and  the  developer.   The  State  will  oversee  county  enforcement  of 
compliance  with  air  and  water  quality  standards. 
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The  County  has  the  authority  to  enforce  zoning  ordinances,  building 
codes,  solid  waste  disposal  and  sewage  treatment  practices,  air 
quality  standards  and  other  regulations,  codes  and  ordinances. 
County  authorities  are  vitally  concerned  with  air  and  water  pollution 
levels.   The  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  United  States  Geological 
Survey,  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  all  have  responsibility  to 
monitor  water  quality.   The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  the 
authority  to  enforce  compliance  with  existing  standards. 

The  extent  and  quality  of  archaeological  values  in  the  transfer  area 
are  unknown.   Prior  to  any  sale  of  lands  to  the  C.R.C.,  a  survey  of  the 
entire  area  would  be  made  to  determine  what  values,  if  any,  would  be 
lost  through  development  of  the  area.   Should  significant  archaeological 
values  be  found  in  the  transfer  area,  a  reasonable  period  of  time  would 
be  allowed  for  their  salvage,  or  the  development  plan  would  be  altered 
to  protect  the  values  discovered.  During  construction  and  development 
of  the  lands,  should  they  be  transferred  to  C.R.C.,  any  discovery  of 
archaeological  values  would  be  reported  to  the  authorized  officer  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior.   Any  archaeological  finds  would  then 
be  protected,  salvaged,  or  the  development  plan  modified  to  protect 
and  interpret  the  discovery  in  place.   Specifications  or  plans  for 
the  surveys,  salvage,  interpretation  or  protection  in  place  would  be 
done  in  coordination  and  consultation  with  the  Nevada  State  Museum. 
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ANY  ADVERSE  EFFECTS  WHICH  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  SHOULD  THE  PPOPOSAL  BE 

IMPLEMENTED  "  ~ 

There  are  a  number  of  adverse  environmental  impacts  which  could  not 
be  avoided  or  mitigated  if  the  proposed  action  was  implemented.  Many- 
impacts  could  either  be  beneficial  or  adverse  depending  on  one's  point 
of  view.   The  following  are  the  probable  effects: 

1.  Vegetation  -  the  2,700  acres  of  phreatophytic  vegetation 
would  be  mostly  eliminated. 

2.  Soil  -  there  would  be  considerable  soil  disturbance 
during  construction.   The  construction  activities,  paving 
of  streets  and  roof  tops  would  accelerate  water  run-off 
and  additional  silting  of  the  river  could  take  place. 

3.  Livestock  Grazing  -  there  would  be  an  average  loss 
from  year  to  year  of  approximately  369  animal  unit  months 
of  forage  and  the  elimination  of  grazing  by  domestic  live- 
stock should  the  proposal  be  implemented. 

4.  Wildlife  -  development  of  the  area  would  result  in  the 
displacement  of  wildlife  now  inhabiting  the  area.   Wildlife 
living  adjacent  to  the  area  would  be  indirectly  influenced 
by  a  concentration  of  people  in  the  area.   There  would  be 
an  increase  of  0.2  F.  in  maximum  temperature  of  the  river. 
This  would  have  some  effects  on  the  river's  aquatic  fish 
habitat,  and  would  be  detrimental  to  the  trout  fishing. 

There  would  be  an  adverse  effect,  should  the  proposed  action 
be  implemented,  on  the  following  endangered  species:  Desert 
Tortoise,  Spotted' Bat,  Gila  Monster,  Yumma  Clapper  Rail,  Brown 
Pelican,  Bald  Eagle,  prairie  falcon  and  peregrine  falcon. 
For  a  discussion  of  these  effects  see  page  77. 

5.  Recreation  -  the  present  recreationist  seeking  solitude  and 
being  away  from  people  would  not  be  accommodated  if  the  proposal 
was  implemented;.   There  would  be  increased  pressure  on  the  Lake 
Mead  National  Recreation  area. 

6.  Archaeology  -  there  would  be  a  possible  loss  or  destruction 
of  archaeologic  values. 

7.  Water  -  there  would  be  some  additional  pollution  of  the 
Colorado  River.   This  would  be  due  primarily  to  boats  and 
their  wastes,  as  well  as  thermal  pollution.   On  the  average 
there  would  be  a  0.9  F.  rise  in  the  temperature  of  the  river. 

8.  Air  -  development  of  the  area  would  cause  additional  pollu- 
tion , of  the  air.   This  would  be  primarily  from  automobiles, 
boats,  homes  and  dust  due  to  soil  disturbance  during  construction. 
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9.  Visual  -  there  would  be  a  possible  deterioration  of  the 
natural  aesthetic  values  of  the  area. 

10.  There  would  be  an  increase  in  the  noise  level  due  to 
increased  people  use  of  the  area. 

11.  The  potential  for  man-caused  accidents  and  the  effects  of 
natural  catastrophes  would  be  greatly  increased. 

12.  There  would  be  a  possibility  of  increased  littering  in 

the  area  with  adoption  of  the  proposed  action. 

All  of  the  above  are  potential  environmental  effects  which  could  not 
be  mitigated  if  the  proposed  action  was  adopted  and  implemented. 
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RELATIONSHIP   BETWEEN  LOCAL  SH3RT  TERM  USES  OF  MAN'S  ENVIRONMENT 
AND  THE  MAINTENANCE  AND  ENHANCEMENT  OF   LONG  TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 

Concerns  of  short  term  use  and  long  term  maintenance  or  enhancement 
of  resource  capabilities  are  centered  about  the  stock-flow 
characteristics  of  resources.      That  is,   whether  a  resource  is  depleted 
as  a  result  of  its  use  or  whether   it   is  replenished  periodically  with 
renewed  ability  to  provide  services.     A  related  aspect  bearing  upon 
these  concerns  is  that  of  investment  —  the  incurrence  of  costs,   both 
monetary  and  non-monetary,   in  the  present  with  expectation  of . increasing 
the  flow  of  benefits  in  the  future.      Proposed  actions  relating  to 
mining  on  the  one  hand  or  renewable  resource  management  on  the  other 
are  more  easily  dealt  with  in  this  context  than  in  a  proposed  action 
relating  to  resort  residential  development,   such  as  the  action  considered 
in  this  report. 

Most  land  uses  associated  with  community  development  are  not  extractive 
in  the  sense  of  exhausting  the  resource  base  (although  groundwater  use 
may  be  an  example  of  an  exception) ,  but  they  are  often  consumptive  of 
space  for  varying  periods  of  time;  how  long  usually  depends  upon  the 
size  of  the  capital  investment  and  the  continued  demand  for  the  result- 
ing services.     Community  land  uses  may  also  be  consumptive  of  flow 
resources,    such  as  surface  water  or  air  quality;   although  use  levels, 
extent  and  time  spans  for  such  uses  are  more  easily  subjected  to  future 
change  through  regulation  and  technological  development  than  are  the 
special  aspects  of  use. 

Obviously,   any  "natural"  ecosystem  of  a  given  micro  unit  of  land  is 
going  to  be  altered  and  often  destroyed  as  a  result  of  alternative  use 
and  such  effects  are  eminent  unless  specific  steps  are  taken  to  re- 
establish pre-existing  conditions.     For  the  proposed  action,   a  signifi- 
cant amount  of  the  transfer  area  will  be  so  affected  over  the  next 
25  years  as  the  community  develops.     The  development  process,    however, 
is  an  investment  and  hence  represents  an  increase  in  productivity  at 
least  in  the  minds  of  those  persons  availing  themselves  of  the  community's 
services.     Recreation  and  leisure  time  use  will  undoubtedly  increase 
as  a  result  of  the  proposed  action  over  what  it  otherwise  would  be 
without  community  development.     Whether  this  is  indicative  of  enhancement 
of  man's  environment  is,  of  courses   a  matter  of  individual  and  collective 
value  judgments.     Extending  considerations  to  the  economic  sphere, 
productivity  will   clearly  be  increased  as  a  result  of  development. 

Specific   Impacts   -  In  the  preceding  sections,   the  impacts  of  the  proposed 
action  were  discussed.     From  that  analysis,    five  categories  of  resource 
impacts  appear  to  have  implications  for  the  subject  of  this  section: 
water,  air,  minerals,   recreation  and  those  grouped,  under  urban  land 

uses. 

The  water  use  estimates  are  composed  of  two  components:  (1)  residential 
(including  associated  commercial  use)  and  (2)  recreational  in  marina  areas. 
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That  portion  of  the  water  consumed  in  residentail  and  municipal  use, 
under  current  standards,  is  considered  to  be  employed  in  ics  highest 
and  best  use.  "  The  seconadary  sewage  treatment  of  municipal  waste  water 
will  allow  for  beneficial  supplementary  uses,  such  as  irrigation  of  parks 
or  golf  courses,  which  would  otherwise  be  foregone  or  require  additional 
consumptive  use. 

The  degradation  of  water  quality  from  boat  operation  will  increase  with 
the  density  of  such  use  unless  the  technology  of  boat  construction  and 
operation  changes.   In  the  long  run,  the  pollutant  level  is  dependent 
on  technology  and/or  boat  use  regulations.   Thermal  pollution  may  be 
somewhat  different.   If  the  less  than  0.2°F.  degree  increase  in  tempera- 
ture, when  added  to  similar  influences  of  other  developments  in  the  area, 
is  Sufficient  to  affect  fish  of  certain  species,  then  the  effect  after 
marina  construction  is  relatively  permanent.   This  could  be  beneficial 
to  some  species  of  fish.  Elminiation  of  marinas  and  reintroduction  of 
species  would  be  required  to  reverse  the  long  run  effects,  should  they 
occur. 

The  effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  air  quality  would  occur  between 
initiation  of  development  and  the  year  2000  and  continue  so  long  as 
technology  and  life  style  patterns  continue  in  their  present  form.   The 
long-term  effects  on  mankind  of  exceeding  current  air  quality  standards , 
but  not  reaching  critical  health  levels,  is  not  known. 

The  future  exploitation  of  possible  oil  and  gas  deposits  could  be.  slightly 
affected  by  the  proposed  action.  The  relatively  low  population  density 
and  open  space  aspects  of  alternative  A  would  physically  allow  for 
exploration;  however,  social  pressure  would  probably  require  energy  needs 
to  be  critical  before  such  activity  would  be  permitted.   If  the  area 
became  progressively  urbanized  beyond  the  year  2000,  the  feasibility 
of  exploration  would  lessen  still  further. 

In  the  short  run  (to  the  year  2000)  recreation  will  undergo  progressive 
change  from  uncontrolled  free  use  to  high  density  public  and  coaimercial 
types  of  activity.   During  this  period,  the  area  will  provide  an 
intermediate  type  of  recreation  experience  between  the  high  density 
uses  On  the  river  to  the  south  (which  will  be  further  ahead  in  the 
dev-lopment  process)  and  the  more  extensive  uses  encountered  in  the 
national  recreation  area  above  Davis  Dam.  Whether  the  long  run  high 
density  recreation  uses  are  considered  to  be  a  degradation  or  an 
enhancement  of  recreation  in  the  area  is,  as  previously  mentioned,  a 
matter  of  value  judgment. 

The  urbanizing  process  has  several  implications  for  future  land  use 
alternatives.   The  aspect  of  space  has  been  mentioned;  in  total  nearly 
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two -thirds  of  the  area  will   still  be   essentially  uncommitted;  however, 
100  percent  of  Neyada's  river  frontage  below  Davis  Dam  will  be  committed, 
Development  now,  o£  course,  raeans  that  present  community  design 
principles  will  basically  govern  land  use  patterns.     Of  particular 
significance  is  the  inescapable  assumption  that  the  community  will 
be  essentially  oriented  to  the  automobile.     Two  factors  lead  to  this 
conclusion.     First,  most  lot  purchasers  and  re creationists  will  come 
to  the  area  by  auto;  and  second,   the  large  number  of  detached  single 
family  dwellings  will  lead  to  relatively  long  distances  between 
residences  and  retail   services. 

Long  run  power  consumption,  is  similar  in  effect  to  w&tor  consumption, 
that  is,   the  population  would  be  consuming  power  regardless  of  their 
location,   although  some  additional  power  may  be  required  to  air- 
condition  residences  and  other  buildings  that  otherwise  might  not  be 
offset  by  heating  requirements  elsewhere. 

Solid  waste  disposal  in  sanitary  land  fills  will  be  an  ever  present 
commitment  of  .cooiunity  lands  unless  the  technology  of  waste  disposal 
advances.     Any  given  site  can  be  reclaimed  after  use,  the  long 
term  effects  being  some  restriction  on  future  construction  on  the  site. 

As  a  final  note  on  the  long  term  aspects  of  community  development  in 
the  proposed  transfer  area,  it  should  be  recognized  that  such  develop- 
ment is  not  the  only  urbanizing  force  in  the  area.     Therefore,   there 
may  be  certain  economics  of  scale  with  respect  to  infrastructure 
development  and  there  may  also  be  certain  external  costs  as  the 
proposed  action  interacts  with  other  similar  activity  in  the  area. 
Where  these  interactions  are  known  or  can  be  reasonably  assumed,   they 
have  been  discussed  elsewhere. 
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ANY  IRREVERSIBLE  OR  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  ,0F  RESOURCES  WHICH 
WOULD  BE  INVOLVED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  SHOULD  IT  BE  IMPLEMENTED. 

Land  -  implementation  of  the  proposed  action  would  result  in  the 
transfer  of  9,000  acres  from  public  (Federal)  ownership.  The  land 
is  presently  segregated  from  all  forms  of  use  and  disposition  under 
the  public  land  and  mining  laws  and  will  remain  so  if  the  proposed 
action  is  taken.   If  the  lands  are  transferred  to  the  Colorado  River 
Commission,  they  will  be  dedicated  to  the  uses  contemplated  in  a 
plan  of  development.  Depending  upon  which  alternative  is  adopted, 
portions  of  the  area  will  be  devoted  to  residential,  commercial  and 
perhaps  industrial  uses.  Again,  depending  on  the  alternative  selected, 
portions  of  the  area  could  be  developed  for  public  recreation  use. 
The  land  upon  which  development  is  placed,  the  dredging  of  lagoons 
and  marinas,  and  utility  and  transportation  corridors  will  be  irreversible 
eommitmsnta  of  the  land  for  all  practical  purposes,  values  lost  would 
include  livestock  forage,  wildlife  habitat,  the  opportunity  to  explore 
for  minerals,  and  any  other  use  of  the  land  not  contemplated  in  the 
development  plan. 

Water  -  The  proposed  action  would  require  substantial  amounts  of  water 
for  complete  implementation  of  the  residential-recreational  development. 
This  entire  allocation  would  be  from  the -Colorado  River  System.  This  would 
result  in  withdrawal  of  water  from  the  Colorado  River  System  that  would 
not  be  available  for  use  in  other  areas  out  of  Nevada's  300,000  acre- 
foot  allocation.  Also,  the  increased  water  surface  in  the  marinas  will 
increase  water  loss  by  evaporation.  With  reference  to  water  pollution, 
any  water  flowing  into  the  river  from  the  marinas  will  carry  thermal 
as  well  as  other  water  pollutants  with  it. 

Air  -  The  Federal  and  State  ambient  air  quality  standards  in  the  air 
shed  at  Fort  Mohave  are  presently  exceeded,  mainly  from  natural  causes 
such  as  wind-blown  particulates .   The  ambient  air  monitoring  program 
conducted  by  Southern  California  Edison  Company  indicates  that  the 
operation  of  the  Mohave  Steam  Generating  Station  has  had  little  measurable 
effect  on  air  quality  of  the  sub-air  shed.  Any  additional  development 
will  commit  the  air  shed  to  additional  amounts  of  particulates,  nitrogen 
oxides,  carbon  monoxide  and  photo-chemical  oxidants.  The  exact  quantita- 
tive amount  of  pollimfes  that  can  be  expected  to  be  produced  by  a  community 
of  30,000  people  is  not  known. 

Construction  Material  -  Implementation  of  the  subject  proposal  at  the 
outset  will  utilize  any  sources  of  sand  or  gravel  that  may  be  found 
suitable  in  the  area  for  construction  and  building.  Once  development 
has  occurred,  all  future  demand  would  have  to  come  from  off site.  The 
major  portion  of  the  subject  land  is  not  considered  to  be  a  good 
source  of  sand  and  gravel  for  building  and  construction. 

Visual  (Aesthetic  Values)  -  Open  space  as  a  resource  value  will  be,  to 
a  certain  extent,  irretrievably  lost.   The  present  flood  plain  with  its 
phreatophytic  vegetation  and  natural  setting  along  the  Colorado  River 
will  be  replaced  with  a  marina  residential-recreational  development.   A 
portion  of  the  desert  shrub  vista  to  the  west  on  the  alluvial  fan  will 
also  be  lost  to  residential  development. 
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The   silence  and  serenity  of  an  undeveloped  southwestern  desert  river 
bottom  area,  with  its  accompanying  river  life  sounds,  will  be  replaced 
with  the  sounds  of  autos,  buses,  trucks,  and  marine  boat  engines, 
associated  with  the  development  of  a  river  front  community. 

Aquatic  and  Terrestrial  Wildlife  Habitat  -  The  aquatic  habitat  now 
being  used  for  nesting  by  waterfowl,  the  sloughs  and  back  waters, 
will  be  removed  with  the  construction  of  the  marina  complex  in  the 
flood  plain.  In  addition,  the  sarin a  will  cause  a  0.2°F.  increase  in 

temperature  of  the  Colorado  River,  which  may  have  some  impact  on 
aquatic  habitat. 

The  terrestrial  habitat  for  wildlife  living  in  the  phreatophytic 
vegetation  on  the  flood  plain  will  be  lost  and  converted  to  vegetation 
compatible  with  a  residential-marina  recreation  development.  This  loss 
of  habitat  will  result  in  an  accompanying  displacement  of  small  desert 
mammals,  birds,  waterfowl  and  reptiles  with  their  subsequent  migration 
to  other  suitable  areas. 

Livestock  Forage  -  The  present  area  of  primary  livestock  forage  is 
located  on  the  flood  plain,  and  primarily  consists  of  annual  grasses 
and  weeds,  with  few  palatable  shrubs.   Implementation  of  the  proposed 
action  would  eliminate  the  livestock  grazing  in  the  area  and  the 
grazing  fees  derived  from  the  annual  license. 


ALTERNATIVES 

Six  alternative  proposals  are  being  considered.     They  are: 

A  -  development  as  planned  in  the  Eisner-Stewart  report; 

B   -  development  as  planned  in  the  Beaumont  proposal; 

C   -  retain  the  flood  plain  in  public  ownership   (land  area 
below  the  510'   elevation); 

D  -  no  action;   that  is,   no  transfer  of  land   (present  management); 

E  -   sale  to  private  interests  by  the  United  States   (the  CRC 
would  not  be  a  party  to  this  action) ; 

F  -  develop  as  a  public  recreation  area. 

In  Alternatives  A,   B,  C,  and  E  two  sub-alternatives  are   considered. 
These  are:     a  single  transfer  of  the  entire  area,   also  called  a  block 
actions   and  transfer  of  portions  at  a  time,   called  a  staged  develop- 
ment.    The  latter  sub -alternative  would  envision  development  of  one 
specific  area  before  transfer  of  an  additional   area.     The  number  of 
parcels  would  be  determined  by  the  staging  of  development  proposed 
in  the  plan  approved  by  the  Secretary.     The  sale  of  subsequent  parcels, 
after  the   initial  transfer,   could  be  either  by  the  United  States  to 
the  Colorado  River  Commission  and  thence   to  the  developer,   or  by  the 
CRC  to  the  developer  if  that  entity  purchases  the  transfer  area  from 
the  United  States  as  a  single  unit. 

The  mitigating  measures  previously  identified  could  be  imposed  on 
Alternatives  A,   B  and  C.      They  would  not  be  necessary  in  Alternative  D. 
Whether  or  not  they  could  be  imposed  in  Alternative  E  is  not  known,   as 
no  present  legislation  exists  for  such  a  sale.     If  legislation  becomes 
available,   which  is  similar  to   the  now  expired  Public  Land  Sale  Act 
of  1964   (P.L.   88-608),    there  would  be  no  provision  for  patent 
restrictions.     However,   the  possibility  of  not  imposing  patent 
restrictions  is  only  presumptive" at  this  time. 

Each  alternative  will  be  described  and  the  unmitigated  impacts  identified 
and  discussed  for  each  of  the  alternatives.     The  following  table 
summarizes  the  alternatives  and  their  possible  unmitigated  environmental 
implications.      Each  of  the  environmental  assessments  relate  to  the  present 

situation. 
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ANALYSIS  OF  ALTERNATIVES  AND  THEIR  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  -  FORT  MQHAVB  DEVELOPMENT  AREA 
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ALTERNATIVE  A  -  THE  EISNER -STEWART  PLAN 

Description  of  the  alternative  -  This  alternative  has  been  discussed 
throughout  the  previous  sections  as  one  of  the  two  proposed  actions. 
Briefly,   it  calls  for  creation  of  a  recreation-residential-coimmercial 
development  with  an  ultimate  resident  population  of  30,000.     It 
envisions  the  waterfront  being  developed  for  recreation  use.     It  devotes 
10  acres  to  commercial  use,   1,000  residential,  420  acres  resorts, 
1,000  acres  public  recreation*   creates  500  acres  additional  water 
surface,  and  leaves  a  6,000  acre  open  space  reserve. 

The  Eisner -Stewart  plan  was  developed  for  the  original  transfer  area-- 
some  15,000  acres — and  if  adopted  at  this  time  would  have  to  be  modified 
to  the  remaining  9,000  acres.     Lands  already  transferred  from  the  Federal 
government  to  the  Colorado  River  Commission  have  been  or  will  be  developed 
in  a  manner  not  envisioned  in  the  Eisner-Stewart  plan. 

This  plan  is   intended  to  provide  both  water  oriented  and  park  oriented 
residential  development,   reserve  for  public  use  all  waterfront  area, 
and  maintain  a  minimum  width  along  the  river  of  600  feet  for  this  latter 
purpose.     The  Eisner-Stewart  plan  describes  the  proposal  as  follows: 

"Public  Recreation:     Park  development  for  public  recreation 
including:     water  facilities  such  as  swimming,  beaches,  marinas, 
and  boat  rentals,   water  skiing,  boat  racing,   fishing  and 
regattas;   overnight  accommodations  including  cabins,  lodges, 
trailer  sites  and  camping  area;  and  recreation  and  special 
facilities  such  as  picnic  grounds,  parking  areas,   hiking 
and  riding  trails,  recreation  centers,   day  camps,  organization 
camps,   fish  hatchery  and  a  botanical  park. 

"Resorts:      Private  development  of  resorts,   lodges,  motels  and 
restaurants  and  related  private  recreation  facilities  to  the 
resort  areas   (swimming  pools,   golf,   tennis,   etc.). 

"Commercial:     Area  for  commercial   and  service  requirements  of 
the  community  which  would  be  located  between  the  residential 
and  resort  areas,  and  easily  accessible  to  people  using  the  public 
recreation  facilities. 

"Residential:     Private  residential  development  to  provide  a  variety 
of  housing  needs  and  to  include  ample  open  space  for  parks,  schools, 
playgrounds,   and  community  facilities. 

"Ranches:     Private  development  for  large  guest  ranches,  riding 
stables,   and  trails. 

"Reserve:     Open  space  reserves  to  control  and  protect  the  development. 
Land  within  this  reserve  would  be  suitable  for  a  private  airplane 
landing  strip,    including  a  heliport,  wildlife  and  bird  reserve, 
hiking  and  riding  trails,   and  at  a  future  date  for  the  development 
of  larger  homes  and  ranches,   and  for  such  agricultural  uses  that  could 
be  sustained  in  this  climate." 
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The  intent  of  this  proposal  is  to  provide  a  planned  community  oriented 
to  a  water-based  recreation  opportunity.  To  help  prevent  shoddy 
construction  and  possible  failure  of  the  project,  the  planners  con- 
template staged  development.  Based  on  feasibility  studies  not  yet 
conducted,  the  proper  sequence  of  development  could  be  identified. 
Certain  basic  facilities  would  have  to  be  installed  to  entice  a  perma- 
nent population,  but  care  would  have  to  be  exercised  not  to  over- 
develop or  over-sell  early  in  the  project.  The  sequence  could  be 
controlled  in  at  least  two  ways.  The  entire  transfer  area  could  be 
sold  to  a  single  development  organization  and  based  upon  studies  it 
prepared,  that  organization  could  determine  the  rate  of  development 
required  to- make  the  venture  successful.  The  minimum  rate  of  develop- 
ment could  be  stipulated  in  the  contract  with  the  Colorado  River  Commission, 
but  beyond  that,  the  developer  could  set  his  own  pace.  Alternatively, 
the  land  could  be  offered  for  sale  on  a  piecemeal  or  staging  basis  by 
the  United  States  and  the  Colorado  River  Commission.  In  this  situation, 
the  initial  transfer  would  have  to  be  developed  prior  to  offering 
additional  land  for  sale.  Both  methods  have  beneficial  and  detrimental 
features.  A  block  transfer  would  offer  the  opportunity  for  complete 
development  by  a  single  organization.  It  would  assure  the  opportunity 
to  regain  a  return  on  a  heavy  initial  investment.  Lacking  this 
possibility,  it  may  be  difficult  to  entice  an  investor.  This  could 
be  offset  in  piecemeal  transfer  by  providing  purchase  options  on 
successive  areas  once  development  on  the  initial  area  has  met  with 
contract  requirements,  and  a  need  for  additional  land  is  demonstrated. 
Lacking  a  purchase  option, :or  a  purchase  of  the  entire  area,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  provide  continuity  in  development.  However,  if  land  for 
each  stage  of  development  was  offered  at  auction,  the  State,  through 
the  Colorado  River  Commission,  could  anticipate  higher  revenue  from  such 
sales.  This  would  assume  that  prior  development  had  been  successful,  and 
land  values  generally  in  the  area  had  increased  as  a  result  of  this.  The 
Federal  government  would  not  share  in  this  appreciation  as  the  contract 
purchase  price  between  the  United  States  and  the  Colorado  River  Commission 
has  been  set  by  law. 

Benefits  -  Assuming  there  is  a  demand  and  a  need  for  recreation  and 
residential  development  in  southern  Nevada,  the  lands  within  the  transfer 
area  offer  an  excellent  opportunity  to  meet  this  demand  and  need.  The 
type  of  development  contemplated  in  this  plan  makes  provisions  for  both 
public  recreation  and  residential  uses.  Dedication  of  1,000  acres  to 
recreation,  including  the  entire  river  front  for  public  use,  does  not 
permit  the  loss  of  the  resource  now  available  to  the  public.  Development 
of  recreation  facilities  would  provide  an  opportunity  for  many  to  utilize 
the  river  in  a  variety  of  ways. 

An  area  of  this  size  will  provide  recreation  opportunity  to  far  more 
persons  than  are  expected  to  live  permanently  in  the  area.  Planned 
residential  development  will  make  available  homes  in  close  proximity  to 
water  (some  with  water  frontage)  in  an  area  where  the  climate  permits 
year-long  enjoyment  of  the  outdoors.  Clustered  residential  areas  with 
either  water  or  park  orientation  would  provide  desirable  living  facilities. 
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Resort  and  hotel  accommodations  would  provide  for  visitor  use. 
Commercial  facilities  limited  to  the  needs  of  the  community,  and 
the  lack  of  industrial  use,  would  provide  a  desirable  area  in 
which  to  live.  These  factors  combined  with  a  relatively  low 
total  population  in  relationship  to  the  total  area  involved  (30 , 
people  on  an  area  of  9,000  acres)  provides  the  opportunity  for  a 
well  planned  and  developed  new  town. 

Overall  benefits,  as  defined  in  the  statement  of  objectives,  read 
as  follows: 

"1 .  To  create  a  well  planned,  attractive  community  which 
will  supplement  and  enhance  the  natural  recreation  resources 
of  the  site. 

"2.  To  achieve  a  high  standard  of  residential  environment 
for  the  permanent  residential  areas;  and  to  similarly  achieve 
a  high  standard  of  vacation  environment  in  the  public  and 
private  recreation  areas. 

n3.  To  give  careful  consideration  to  the  staging  of  the 
development  both  as  to  type  and  timing.  Orderly  development 
is  deemed  necessary  to  insure  that  the  several  areas  will  be 
protected  from  the  downgrading  influences  of  shoddy  construction 
or  of  premature  growth.  This  will  assure  continuous  compatibility 
between  uses  and  will  obtain  and  preserve  the  highest  and  most 
beneficial  of  land  values, 

"4.  To  achieve,  through  the  relationship  of  land  uses,  a 
compatible  and  harmonious  coordination  of  the  four  primary 
elements: 

a.  The  public  recreation  area; 

b.  The  private  resort  area; 

c.  The  residential  areas;  and 

d.  The  commercial  uses." 

Consequences  -   Implementation  of  this  proposal  will  cause  a  change  in  the 

existing  environment.      It  is  assumed  that  the  impacts  of  the  proposal 

will  be  the  same  whether  the  transfer  of  the  land  is  in  one  block  or 

in  a  staged,   or  piecemeal,    fashion.     This  assumption  can  be  valid  only  if 

the  land  patent(s)   and  development  contract(s)   contain  adequate  restrictive 

provisions. 

This  proposal  will   cause  a  slight  change  in  climate— a  probable  change  in 
the  relative  humidity.     An  increase  in  water  surface  and  irrigation  of 
lawns  and  other  vegetation  will   raise  the  evaporation  rate.     This  will   be 
offset  by  the  removal  of  phreatophytic  vegetation.     The  overall   change  may 
not  be  noticeable. 
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There  will  be  a  partial  change  in  the  vegetative  cover.  In  the  area 
of  development,,  the  present  cover  will  be  removed  and,  in  part, 
replaced  by  other  types.   In  the  area  designated  as  open  space 
(two-thirds  of  the  transfer  area)  the  vegetative  cover  will  remain 
essentially  the  same. 

The  change  in  soil  types  will  be  mode-rate.   There  will  be  removal  of 
soil  in  construction  areas,   top soil  will  be  placed  in  lawn  areas, 
canal  and  lagoon  areas  will  be  dredged,  and  that  material  used  for 
fill  in  the  flood  plain  development  area.   It  will  be  primarily  a 
rearranging  of  the  soil  types  as  they  now  exist. 

Livestock  grazing  will  be  terminated  in  the  transfer  area. 

Wildlife  use  of  the  area  will  be  displaced  in  the  area  of  development 
and  in  part  in  the  reserve  area.  This  could  be  classed  a  moderate 
impact.  Existing  wildlife  habitat  will  be  removed  in  the  area  of 
development.  The  animal  life  now  present  will  seek  undisturbed  areas 
adjacent  to  the  transfer  area. 

The  transfer  area  is  not  considered  to  be  valuable  for  its  mineral 
content.  A  potential  exists  for  oil  and  gas  development,  but  the  actus,  1 
value  is  not  known.  Exploration  of  these  leasable  minerals  may  still 
be  accomplished,  but  it  will  be  more  difficult  in  a  developed  area..  The 
impact  in  this  category  is  considered  to  be  slight. 

The  impact  on  recreation  use  will  be  high.  This  alternative  calls  for 
1,000  acres  to  be  devoted  to  public  recreation  use.  In  addition, 
private  recreation  use  (water  oriented,  residential  development)  will 
be  available.  Recreation  development  will  be  geared  to  high  visitor 
use  as  well  as  serving  the  local  community.  There  will  bs  development 
for  many  types  of  water  oriented  recreation  uses  as  well  as  riding  and 
hiking  trails*  golf  courses,  swimming  pools,  etc. 

There  will  be  a  moderate  change  in  urban  use.  Of  the  total  9,000  acres, 
1,400-s-  will  be  developed  for  urban  use.  This  includes  residential, 
resorts  and  commercial  type  development.  Associated  with  this  will  be 
the  service  facilities  (solid  waste  disposal,  sewage  treatment,  utility 
and  transportation  areas ,  etc.).     The  impact  is  considered  to  be  only 
moderate  as  the  majority  of  the  area  will  be  set  aside  for  recreation 
or  open  space  uses. 


The  impact  on  water  use  can  be  quantified.  A  dev< 
proposed  will  require  some  11,000  acre  feet  of  water  annually.  This 
entire  use  is  considered  to  be  consumptive,  as  there  will  be  little, 
if  any,  return  to  the  river.  Water  pollution  is  considered  to  be 
slight  to  moderate.  The  most  significant  factor  here  is  thermal 
pollution --the  increase  in  water  temperature  of  the  river  due  to  the 
lagoon  areas.  There  will  also  be  some  degradation  of  water  quality 
due  to  the  increased  number  of  gasoline  powered  boats  that  will  make 
use  of  the  river. 
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The  impact  on  air  quality  will  be  moderate.     The  addition  of  30,000 
residents,  and  an  unknown  number  of  tourists,  will  increase  the 
(numbers  of  automobiles,    furnaces,    air  conditioning  units,    etc.,   which 
will   raise  the  amount  of  pollutants  entering  the  atmosphere.     Surface 
disturbance  during  the  construction  phase  will  cause  an  increase  in 
dust  particles  in  the  air. 

The  visual   impact  of  the  development  in  this  proposal   is  moderate. 
There  will  be  a  change  from  an  unbroken  vista  presently  in  existence 
to  that  of  urban  development.      If  developed  properly,   the  area  could 
present  an  unobtrusive  view--not  natural,  but  not  necessarily 
objectionable.     There  will  be  scenes  associated  with  urban  development-- 
houses,   streets,  non-native  vegetation,  hotels,    commercial  facilities, 
etc.     The  proposal  provides  for  planned  development  to  take  full 
advantage  of  the  river  and  its  surrounds. 

The  economic  impact  will  be  moderate.      By  the  year  2000,    a  contribution 
of  some  $240,000,000  can  be  attributed  to  the  proposed  development. 
This  will  represent  three  to  ten  percent  of  the  net  increase  over  what 
the     county's  income  level  would  be  withcmt  the  proposal. 

There  will  be  a  moderate  impact  on  the  environment  in  the  form  of  an 
increase  of  noise  level.     People,   cars,  machinery,  motor  boats,   etc. 
will  all   cause  an  increase  in  noise  level  over  that  which  presently 
exists.     The  present  noise  level  is  slight. 
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ALTERNATIVE  8  -  BEAUMONT  PLAN 

One  of  the  alternatives  being  considered  for  the  Fort  Mohave  area 
contemplates  maximum  development  of  the  remaining  9,000  acres  for 
residential,  commercial f  industrial  and  recreational  development. 
This  concept  of  maximum,  intensive  development  of  the  entire  area 
can  best  be  characterized  by  using  the  generalized  land  use  plan  for 
Marina  Vegas.  This  plan  was  submitted  as  an  application  to  the 
Colorado  River  Commission  under  the  terms  of  the  original  Fort  Mohave 
Act,  prior  to  expiration  and  subsequent  extension.  Since  that  time 
the  application  has  been  withdrawn;  however,  the  plan  submitted  provides 
a  good  model  of  what  can  be  expected  from  compel te  development  of 
the  area. 

Two  sub-alternatives  can  be  considered  under  this  total  development 
concept:   (1)  staging  the  development t  i.e.  piecemeal  development  with 
each  phase  basically  an  independent  effort,  with  subsequent  actions  dependent 
on  the  success  or  acceptability  of  previous  development;  and  (2)  block 
development,  where  the  entire  area  would  be  developed  under  one  comprehensive 
umbrella  plan.  The  environmental  implications  from  either  of  the  above  two 
sub-alternatives  would  ultimately  be  the  same.  The  differences  in  environ- 
mental impacts  between  staging  and  block  development  are  insignificant 
when  the  end  result  would  ultimately  be  the  same,  i.e.  total  maximum 
development  of  the  entire  9,000  acres. 

Maximum  development  contemplates  a  model  city  with  a  population  of 
approximately  108,000,  with  a  lake-marina  complex  on  the  flood  plain. 
Housing,  commercial  and  industrial  facilities  will  be  located  throughout 
the  area.  The  marina  will  increase  the  water  surface  by  about  700  acres 
in  the  flood  plain. 

The  impacts  on  climate  for  the  area  will  not  be  significant,  Air  currents 
flushing  the  air  shed  daily  will  maintain  temperatures  and  annual  precipi- 
tation much  as  they  are  today.  There  may  be  a  slight  change  in  the 
relative  humidity  on  the  site,  due  to  the  elimination  of  the  phreatophytic 
vegetation  on  the  flood  plain.  This  could,  however,  be  offset  by  the 
increased  water  surface  area  evaporation  from  the  lake-marina  complex.  In 
general,  little  departure  from  the  arid,  desert  climate  is  expected. 

The  impact  on  the  native  vegetation  will  be  significant.  Maximum  development 
will  result  in  the  complete  removal  of  the  existing  native  vegetation,  with 
perhaps  the  exception  of  the  small  area  in  Sec.  10  along  the  Colorado  River 
reserved  for  public  park  purposes.  The  native  vegetation  will  be  replaced 

by  streets,  sidewalks,  houses,  hotels,  marinas,  trailer  parks,  and  introduced 
vegetation  for  appropriate  landscaping. 

Complete  development  of  the  site  will  have  a  moderate  effect  on  the  soils 
in  the  area.  On  the  alluvial  slopes  this  will  primarily  involve  the  surface, 
where  desert  pavement  will  be  replaced  and  the  soil  surface  reshaped  to 
provide  for  residential  development.  Removal  of  the  phreatophytic 
vegetation  in  the  flood,  plain,  with  development  of  unlined  marinas  and  lakes 
will  cause  a  rise  in  the  water  table  within  these  soils.  Use  of  treated 
sewage  water  for  irrigation  would  have  the  effect  of  increasing  certain 
salts  in  the  soils,  which  in  the  long  run  may  cause  problems.  No  septic 
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tanks  are  allowed  along  the  Colorado  River,    so  drain  fields  and  other 
related  problems  are  not  applicable  here. 

) 
Alternative  B  will   result   in   the  discontinued  use  of  the  lands  for 

livestock  grazing.     This  loss  will   be  reflected  in  the  loss  of  grazing 

fees  collected  for  consumption  of  forage. 

Maximum  development  will  displace  much  of  the  wildlife  that  presently 
exists.      Upland  game  habitat  for  quail,    rabbits  and  dove  will  no   longer 
be  available  for  hunter  recreation.     This  particular  area  has  been 
estimated  by  the  Nevada  Fish  and  Game  Department  to  represent  about 
5%  of  the  hunter  use  and  harvest  of  small   game  in  Clark  County.     Other 
non-game  animals  and  birds  will   also  be  displaced  to  a  certain  extent. 
Songbirds  may  or  may  not  decrease.     The  impact  on  the  aquatic  habitat 
will   be  relatively  significant,   both  from  the  standpoint  of  increased 
use  of  water  for  marina-boating  purposes,   but  also  by  placing  increased 
demands  on  the  fishery  potential  of  the  river.     Complete  development 
will  be  accompanied  by  a  corresponding  increase  in  the  temperature  of  the 
Colorado  River.     The  amount  of  this   increase  no  matter  how  small,   will 
contribute   to  the  total  degradation  of  the  River  below  Davis  Dam  as 
rainbow  trout  habitat.     The  river  temperature  now  exceeds  optimum  tempera- 
tures for  trout.     Warm  water  species  will  not  be  adversely  affected. 

The  subject  area  is  only  potentially  valuable  perhaps  for  oil  and  gas 
exploration.     No  other  valuable  locatable,    leasable  or  saleable  minerals 
are  known  to  be  present.     Complete  development  as  contemplated  would  have 
a  negligible  or  slight  impact  on  the  mineral  estate. 

The  impact  with  maximum  development  on  the  recreation  use  of  the  area 
will   be  slight  to  moderate.     Little  or  no  public  recreation  facilities 
will   be  available;   hence,   only  moderate  impact.     There  will   be  significant 
off-site  demands  on  the  river,   Lake  Mohave,   and  Lake  Havasu  for  the 
water  oriented  public  recreation  facilities.     The  majority  of  water 
recreation  on  the  area  will  only  be  available  to  a  small  portion  of  private 
landowners. 

Consumptive  water  requirements  estimated  for  maximum,   intense  development 
are  approximately  27,000  acre  feet  per  year.     This  water,    by  necessity, 
would  come  from  Nevada's  allocation  of  the  Colorado  River,   which  is  300,000 
acre  feet.     There  would  be  no  return  of  any  of  the  27,000  acre  feet  to 
the  river.     As  no  septic  tanks  are  allowed,   water  pollution  would  be 
held  to  a  minimum,   witlvsome  resulting  from  the  marina  complex  and 
possibly  some  from  overland  flows  through  the  city. 

Alternative  B  would  have  severe  impacts  on  the  air  shed  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  Fort  Mohave  with  respect  to  increased  pollutants.     Air  quality 
standards,   both  local  and  Federal,   are  presently  being  exceeded  in  the  sub- 
air  shed.     With  an  additional  community  development  of  about. 100, 000  people 
and  all   of  the  industrial,    service  and  support  facilities,    there  will 
also  be  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  particulate  emission,  photo-chemical^ 
nitrogen  oxides  and  carbon  monoxide. 
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Complete  maximum'  development  o£  the  area  will  have  a  high  visual  impact. 
The  present  scene  of  subdued  greens  and  browns  of  the  desert  shrub 
merging  with  the  river  bottom  vegetation  will  be  replaced  with  the 
visual  impacts  associated  with  urban -suburb an  development.     The  impact 
will   be  one  of  change,  and  not  necessarily  bad.     A  well  planned  and 
landscaped  community  development  can  be  aesthetically  pleasing  to   the 
eye. 

Based  on  the  economic  background  and  rationale  developed  in  previous 
sections,  ,it  is  possible  to  develop  a  one  billion  dollar  economy  in 
the  Fort  Mohave  area  by  the  year  2000. 

At  present  little  noise  exists  on  the  Nevada  side  of  the1  Fort  Mohave 
area.     An  occasional  power  boat  on  the  river  or  aircraft  overhead 
provide  the  only  interruptions  to  an  otherwise  quiet  atmosphere. 
Development  of  the  community  described  in  Alternative  B  would  produce 
all  the  urban-suburban  noise  levels  and  varieties  that  can  bs  associated 
with  a  town  of  75,000  to  100,000.     There  will   be  a  significant  impact  on 
the  noise  level,  magnitude  and  frequency  in  the  Fort  Mohave  area. 
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ALTERNATIVE  C  -  RETAI>jJFLOpD.  PLAIN  IN  PUBLIC  OWNERSHIP 

A  variation  on  Alternative  A  would  be  to  retain  the  flood  plain 
(that  area  between  the  Colorado  River  and  the  510 !   contour  line)    in 
some  form  of  public  ownership.     This  could  include  Federal,   State 
or  County  administration.      In  this  alternatives   the  development 
for  residential   and  commercial  development  would  be  restricted  to 
the  6,000+  acres  on  the  alluvial  fan  above  the  510'   contour   level. 

There  are  two  possible  approaches  to  the  development  of  the  alluvial 
area:      (1)   staged  development;    (2)   block  development.     The  ultimate 
product  of  either  of  these  two  approaches  is  complete  development 
above  the  flood  plain  for  community  purposes.     The  block  disposal  and 
development  would  provide  for  a  more  well  planned  and  orderly 
construction  and  growth  than  would  the  staged  development.     Any 
differences  between  the  two  with  respect  to   environmental  impacts  are 
considered  to  be  insignificant.     Therefore,   the  following  discussion 
will  confine  itself  to  block  development,  assuming  the  impacts 
resulting  from  block  and  staged  are  identical. 

The  flood  plain  will  remain  in  some  form  o£  public  ownership,  and 
may  or  may  not  be  developed  for  intensive  recreation  use.     For  the 
purpose  of  this  discussion,   it  will  be  assumed  some  development  will 
occur  within  the  foreseeable  future  for  public  recreational  purposes. 

Implementation  would  have  negligible  impacts  on  the  climate,   soils 
and  .mineral  estate  of  the  Fort  Mohave  area. 

Development  of  the  alluvial  area  would  replace  the  desert  shrub 
vegetation  with  an  urban  community.     Adjacent  areas  of  public   land  to 
the  west  support  similar  desert  shrub  vegetative  communities.      It  can 
be  assumed  that  some  manipulation  of  the  vegetative  community  on  the 
flood  plain  will  occur  with  development  for  public  recreation.     This 
will  generally  be  a  moderate  impacts   as  much  of  the  area  would  remain 
untouched . 

Little  livestock  grazing  presently  takes  place  on  the  alluvial  area, 
thus  implementation  would  not  in  itself  affect  the  livestock  grazing. 
However,  when  the  alluvial  area  is  fully  developed  and  occupied, 
there  will  be  recreational  demands  placed  on  the  flood  plain  for 
public  access  and  water  oriented  camping,   picnicking  and  beach  areas. 
It  can  be  assumed  that  eventually  livestock  grazing  will   go  out  of 
the  picture. 

Most  of  the  present  wildlife  populations  on  the  alluvium  will   be  dis- 
placed with  implementation.     The  associated  recreational  demands  for 
facilities  will   displace  some  wildlife  species  from  the  flood  plain. 
Intensive  public  recreational  use  of  the  flood  plain  may  preclude 
public  hunting  in  the  area  for  dove,   cottontail  rabbits,  waterfowl 
and  quail , 
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The  establishment  of  a  community  on  the  alluvium  will  have  a  significant 
impact  on  the  flood  plain  and  river  for  public  recreation  needs.  Public. 
recreational  uses  of  an  area  will  require  the  public  administering  agency 
to  provide  adequate  camping,  picnicking,  parking,  access,  sanitation, 
and  water  oriented  facilities. 

Alternative  C  will  have  less  impact  than  the  proposed  action  of  complete 
development  (Alternative  B) .  By  restricting  development  to  the  alluvium, 
the  urban  impacts  will  be  moderate,  The  flood  plain  will  basically  remain 
in  tact  and  provide  a  natural  buffer  and  scenic  open  space  belt  between 
the  river  and  the  residential  area. 

The  impact  on  the  water  resource  by  implementation  would  be  the 
appropriation  of  6,000  to  11,000  acre  feet  of  Colorado  River  water.  There 
would  be  no  return  flow  of  this  water  to  the  river.  This  would  result  in 
little  or  no  pollution  of  the  Colorado  River  from  sewage  effluent  or  other 
domestic  or  commercial  uses. 

Development  of  the  community  contemplated  would,  of  course,  increase  the 
amount  of  particulates,  nitrogen  oxides,  photo -chemicals  and  carbon  monoxide 
in  the  air. 

The  visual  impacts  would  be  moderate,  with  the  replacement  of  a  desert  shrub 
vegetation  with  a  residential-commercial  community.  An  increase  in  air 
pollutants  could  create  a  smog  condition  during  periods  of  air  inversion, 
creating  a  further  visual  impact.  Development  of  the  community,  done 
tastefully  with  good  planning  and  landscaping,  would  have  a  beneficial 
visual  impact.  The  community  development  could,  by  its  very  nature,  increase 
the  noise  levels  in  the  area.  There  would  be  a  buffer  between  the  flood 
plain,  the  water  oriented  recreational  use  of  the  river,  and  the  community. 
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ALTERNATIVE  D  -  NO  ACTION 

This  alternative  coarse  o£  action  would  result  in  continued  Federal 
ownership  of  the  site.     It  is  assumed  that  present  natural  and 
cultural  forces  continue  to  impact  the  area,  including  increasing 
use  of  lands  for  camping.,   sightseeing,  off  road  vehicle  activity, 
etc.     An  urban  growth  of  44,000  inhabitants  by  the  year  2000  is 
projected  for  the  Mohave  Valley,   even  without  development  of  the 
transfer  lands. 

This  alternative  of  continued  Federal  ownership  would  result  in  no 
significant  change  in  climate,   livestock  grazing,  minerals,   urban  or 
water  use.     Increasing  use  of  the  site  by  vehicles  would  result  in 
loss  of  some  vegetation  followed  by  wind  and  water  erosion  of  the 
soil.     This  same  increasing  use  of  the  site  may  have  a  very  slight 
disturbing  effect  on  the  existing  wildlife  population.     These  impacts 
would  not  be  expected  to  be  great  with  a  reasonable  amount  of 
supervision  and  management  of  the  site. 

Current  recreation  uses  of  the  site*  would  likely  continue  and  increase. 
The  quality  of  the  recreation  experiences  would  likely  decrease  over 
a  long  period  of  time  due  to  gradual  deterioration  of  the  site.     This 
need  not  be  a  severe  impact  with  reasonable  management  and  supervision 
of  the  site.      Comparative  examples  of  this  possible  deterioration  can 
presently  be  found  at  other  points  along  the  lower  Colorado  River.  - 

The  water  quality  of  the  river  would  continue  to  deteriorate  in  response 
to  several  factors.     Increasing  irrigation  use  of  the  water  upstream 
would  support  the  trend  to  increased  salinity.     Continued  expansion  of 
Bullhead  City  in  Arizona  with  their  septic  tank  systems  and  urban  street 
runoff  will  inevitably  increase  the  pollutant  load  of  the  river.     A 
small  amount  of  increased  pollution  may  be  expected  from  increasing  use 
of  the  site  coupled  with  a  lack  of  sanitary  facilities. 

The  air  quality  of  the  valley  would  continue  to  decrease  in  response  to 
increasing  development  of  Bullhead  City  and  on  the  Fort  Mohave  Indian 

Reservation.     Without  improved  emission  standards  and  their  enforcement, 
these  developments  alone  could  result  in  significant  deterioration  of 

air  quality. 

The  visual  quality  of  the  transfer  area  and  Mohave  Valley  would  .likely. 
deteriorate  slightly  from  increased  use  of  these  lands,  the  visual:, , v.-- - 
quality  of  the  valley  would  be  altered  significantly  by  the  increased 
urbanization.  Urbanization  has  the  potential  to  enhance  the  visual 
quality  of  the  Mohave  Valley  through  sensitive  design. 

Economic  activity  generated  by  recreation  activity  on  the  site  under 
this  alternative  would  be  negligible.  Economic  activity  generated 
within  the  Mohave  Valley  would  more  than  double  by  the  year  2000 
without  development  of  the  transfer  area. 

Noise  and  odor  quality  of  the  transfer  area  will  largely  be  sacrificed 
in  the  valley,  even  without  the  development  of  the  area. 
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ALTERNATIVE  E   -  SALE  TO   PRIVATE   INTERESTS 

This  alternative  presumes  that  sale  of  the  land  would  not  be  made 
to  the  Colorado  River  Commission,   but  to  private  interests.     At 
the  present  time  there  is  no  authority  for  this  type  of  action. 
Congress  could  pass  legislation  to  grant  this  type  of  authority 
to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.     If  legislation  would  become  available, 
similar  to  the  now  expired  Public  Land  Sale  Act  of  1964   (P.L.  88-608). 
there  would  be  no  provision  for  sale  or  patent  restrictions.     This 
type  of  legislation  implies  there  is  adequate  local  control  of  land 
use  to  insure  proper  land  use.     It  is  assumed  that  any  future  legislation 
would  be  similar  to  the  expired  Public  Land  Sale  Act.     Sale  to  private 
interests  also  anticipates  sale  to  the  highest,  bidder  at  a  public 
auction  for  at  least  the  appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  land. 

It  is  believed  the  environmental  implications  would  be  the  same  for 
both  piecemeal  sale  of  the  9,000  acres  or  sale  of  the  land  in  one 
block.     However,  sale  to  one  buyer  of  the  entire  block  would  be 
desirable,   in  that  past  experience  indicates  quality  development  is 
more  likely  to  happen. 

The  environmental  consequences  of  sale  to  private  interests  would  be 

nearly  the  same  as  those  identified  in  Alternative  B. 
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ALTERNATIVE  F   -   DEVELOP  AS  A  PUBLIC  RECREATION  AREA 

This  alternative  assumes   full  development  and  dedication  of  the  entire 
9,000  acres  for  public  recreational  purposes.     It  also  contemplates  that 
administration,   management  and  development  would  be  accomplished  by 
a  Federal,   State,  or   local  governmental   entity.     This   could  be  accomplished 
by  retention  in  Federal  ownership  and  development  by  a  Federal  agency, 
sale  to  CRC  and  subsequent  transfer  or  sale  to  a  State  or   local 
government  agency,  or  direct,  transfer  to  State  or  local   government 
through  the  authority  of  the  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act.     At 
present,   State  government  can  obtain  a  maximum  of  6,400  acres  a  year 
under  the  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act  for  State  park  purposes. 
To  exceed  this  maximum  would  require  special  legislation.      Impacts  on 
the  environment  would  be  basically  the  same  irregardless  of  the  entity 
developing  the  area. 

Full  recreational  development  for  general  public  use  would  be  oriented 
towards  water  recreation  on  the  Colorado  River,     Water  related  facilities 
could  include  beaches,   swimming,   marinas,   boat  rentals,   water  skiing, 
boat  racing,   fishings    regattas,   etc.     Overnight  accommodations  would  include 
cabins,   lodges,   trailer  sites,   and  camping  areas.     With  full  recreational 
development,  one  could  also  expect  picnic,  grounds,   parking  lots,   hiking 
and  riding  trails,  recreation  centers,   day  camp  areas,  organization  camps, 
interpretive  areas  for  local   flora  and  fauna,  open  space ,   sewage  and 
sanitation  facilities,   and  possibly  concessionaire  operations. 

Climatic  impacts  of  full   recreational  development  would  be  slight. 
Construction  of- marinas  for  water  oriented  activities  would  increase  the 
water  surface  area  with  a  slight  increase  in  relative  humidity.     Normal 
temperatures  and  precipitation  will  continue. 

A  slight  impact  can  be  expected  on  the  present  vegetation.     Developments 
such  as  marinas,   overnight  accommodations,  picnic  grounds,   parking  areas, 
and  other  structural  facilities  would  require  removal  of  native  vegetation. 
It  is  conceivable  that  introduced  species  could  be  used  in  landscaping 
the  park  area,   in  addition  to  use  of  existing  native  species.     The  degree 
of  the  impact  on  vegetation  would  be  directly  related  to  the  intensity 
and  type  of  recreational  development.    Full  development  for  recreation 
uses  would  be  accompanied  by  the  heavy  use. of  the  area,  with  some 
destruction  of  the  present  vegetation  occurring   from  vandalism  and  use 
for  firewood. 

Development  of  the  flood  plain  for  water  oriented  pursuits  and  construction 
of  roads  and  structures  will  have  a  slight  impact  on  the  soils  of  the 
area.     Marinas  and  channels  would  require   substantial  dredging  and  re- 
arrangement of  the  present  soil  mantle.     Unlined  marinas  would  result  in 
a  rising  water  table  in  the  flood  plain  soils,  making  construction  difficult. 

Alternative  F  would  result  in  the  complete  elimination  of  domestic 
livestock  grazing  within  the  area.     Livestock  grazing  has  been  generally 
found  to  be  incompatible  with  intensive  recreation  use  areas. 
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Full  recreation  development  would  have  a  moderate  and  in  some  instances 
a  severe  impact  on  "wildlife  habitat.  Development  for  water  oriented 
activities  would  provide  beacliv-,  marinas  and  public  use  areas  on  land 
formerly  used  by  wildlife  for  cover  and  food.  Such  endangered  species 
as  the  Yuma  clapper  rail  would  undoubtedly  be  affected  by  large  numbers 
of  recreationists  being  drawn  to  the  area,  Many  species  would  be 
physically  displaced  from  their  present  habitat  by  development  and 
the  accompanying  attendance  of  recreationists.  Increased  demands  on 
the  fisheries  habitat  in  the  Colorado  River  could  be  expected. 
Development  and  intense  recreation  use  could  result  in  the  complete 
closure  of  the  area  for  bunting  of  waterfowl  and  upland  game. 

Recreational  development  would  have  only  a  negligible  to  slight  impact 
on  the  mineral  resources .  No  locatable  or  saleable  minerals  are  known 
to  be  present.  The  area  may  have  potential  for  oil  and  gas. 

Development  contemplated  in.  Alternative  F  would  have  a  high  impact  on 
recreation.   By  providing  water  oriented,  facilities,,  overnight  accommoda- 
tions;, picnic  areas,  and  other  recreation  opportunities ,  the  area  could 
expect  the  intensive  use  presently  existing  at  developed  sites  on  Lake 
Mead,  Lake  Mohave  and  Lake  Havasu. 

None  of  the  area  will  be  available  for  residential,  commercial  or 
industrial  uses.  There  may  be  some  limited  residential  development 
in  connection  with  the  administrative  headquarters  for  the  recreation 
area.  The  urban  impact  will  be  minimal. 

The  impact  on  water  use  would  be  moderate*,  if  for  example  SOG  sulfas* 
acres  of  marinas  were  developed8  with  return  ilovt   to  fh&  Ce>loira^> 
Rive?,  about  5,415  acre  feet,  of  water  would  be  lost  annually  *li?©wgk 
evaporation.  Water  would  be  required  for  domestic  purposes  such  m 
public  drinking  fountains,  restroom  facilities,  and  domestic  uses 
for  the  administrative  complex.  Alternative  F  would  also  have  a 
moderate  impact  on  water  pollution,  particularly  in  the  marinas,  with 
fuel  and  oil  spills  from  motor  boats,  refuse  from  public  use,  and  an 
increase  of  water  temperature. 

Moderate  impacts  on  air  quality  can  be  expected  with  the  development 
contained  in  Alternative  F,  The  mode  of  transportation  to  a  recreation 
use  area  such  as  the  Mohave  lands,  will  be  by  auto  and  recreation 
vehicles.  Emissions  from  these  vehicles  and  motor  boats  will  contribute 
pollutants  such  as  particulates,  nitrogen  oxides,  carbon  monoxide, 
and  photo-chemical  oxidants  in  the  Fort  Mohave  air  shed..  'The  initial 
construction  and  development  of  recreation  improvements  will  create 
dust  and  on  a  temporary  basis  increase  the  particulate  matter  in  the 
air  shed. 

The  visual  and  noise  impact  will  be  moderate,  with  the  pseseat  undeveloped 

terrain  and  vegetation  to  be  converted  into  &  high  intensity  public 
recreation  area  with  boat  marinas,  campgrounds,  picnic  areas,  trails, 
parking  lots,  and  many  people.  The  seclusion  and  feeling  of  isolation 

that  now  exists  on  the  site  will  be  gone.   Increased,  vehicle  and  boat 
traffic  and  noise  attributable  to  human  recreational  pursuits  will  exist. 
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A  moderate  economic  impact  will  be  attributable  to  Alternative  F, 
with  large  -numbers  of  recreationists  and  their  demands  for  fuel,    food 

and  water.     At  present,    these  would  be  supplied  either  in  Needles, 
California  or  Bullhead  City,   Arizona. 


O 
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CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION  WITH  OTHERS 

A  considerable  amount  of  consultation  and  coordination  has  taken 
place  with  other  Federal  agencies,  State  agencies,,  local  governments 
and  interested  groups  and  individuals. 

Everyone  has  been  most  cooperative  in  furnishing  data  and  information 
which  has  been  used  in  the  preparation  of  this  environmental  statement. 

In  addition  to  comments,  informations  and  recommendations  found  else- 
where in  this  statement,  appropriate  Federal  and  State  agencies  were 
contacted  to  assure  adequate  consideration  and  coordination  in  accord- 
ance with  the  following  acts : 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  COORDINATION  ACT  AND 
ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT 


The  Director  of  he  Nevada  Fish  and  Game  Department  in  Reno,  Nevada , 
and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  Phoenix,  Arizona  were 
contacted  in  connection  with  provisions  of  these  two  acts  as  they 
pertain  to  the  Fort  Mohave  EIS.  It  was  pointed  out  that  the  proposed 
action  would  not  only  result  in  a  displacement  of  wildlife  but  that 
with  some  species  it  would  also  result  in  a  net  reduction  in  numbers. 
We  note  that  with  others,  such  as  some  of  the  birds,  a  net  increase 
could  logically  be  expected  because  of  the  planting  of  trees,  in- 
creased availability  of  water,  and  feeding  by  people.  The  extent  of 
the  impact  would  be  different  for  different  species  depending  on  the 
amount  of  the  total  habitat  lost  or  gained  as  a  result  of  the  pro- 
posed action.  The  Fort  Mohave  lands  represent  only  a  minor  part 
of  the  total  habitat  of  any  given  species,  therefore,  the  proposed 
action  would  not  result  in  the  devastation  or  near  extermination  of 
any  wildlife  species,  neither  would  it  result  in  a  significant  in- 
crease .  The  concern  raised  with  regard  to  an  endangered  or  threatened 
plant  is  discussed  on  page  24. 

NATIONAL  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION,  ACT 

Provisions  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  as  they  pertai.fi 
to  the  Fort  Mohave  EIS  were  discussed  with  the  Director  of  the  Nevada 
Historical  Society;  the  Nevada  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
who  is  also  Director  of  the  Nevada  State  Park  System;  a  Historic 
Preservation  Specialist  with  the  Nevada  State  Park  System  who  is 
responsible  for  making  nominations  of  cultural  resources  that  qualify 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register;  the  Nevada  State  Museum;  a 
physical  anthropologist  with  the  University  of  Nevada,  Las  Vegas; 
and  the  National  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation. 
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It  was  determined  that  there  are  no  cultural  resources  on  the  Fort 
Mohave  lands  which  have  been  no-jjinated  for  or  included  in  the  National 

Register.  From  present  knowledge  .of  the  area  in  general,  there  are 
probably  historic  and  prehistoric  values  on  these  lands.  Most  likely 
there  are  some  archeologicai  sites  located  in  the  dune  area  back  from 
and  parallel  to  the  river.  There  Is  also  a  possibility  that  the  "Camel 
Crossing"  from  Arizona  into  Nevada  crossed  onto  the  Fort  Mohave  lands. 
(An  experiment  with  the  use  of  camels  as  beasts-of-burden  was  conducted 
by  the  U.  S.  military  on  the  southwest  desert  in  the  1850' s.) 

No  Significant  cultural  (historic  or  archeologicai)..  resources  have  been 
identified  at.  this  time;  .however,  prior  to  the  proposed,  action  comple- 
tion of  a  professional  survey  will  be  required.  Cultural  resources 
'worthy  of  preservation  will  be  given  the  procedural  protection  of 
Section  2(b)  of  Executive  Order  11593  (May  13,  1971),  36  CFR  800,4, 
and  other  pertinent  laws  and  regulations.  Any  action  affecting  the 
integrity  of  cultural  resources  will  be  developed  in  consultation  with 
the  Nevada  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  the  Advisory  Council 
on  Historic  Preservation  with  a  view  to  assuring  that  adverse  effects 
Will  not  result  without  mutually  agreed  upon  measures  of  mitigation. 
Further,  stipulation  will  be  placed  in  each  transfer  document  (such 
as  a  land  patent)  to  afford  the  same  protection  to  cultural  resource 
values  that  may  be  discovered  in  the  process  of  development  on  these 
lands. 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION  ACT 

The  proposed  action  was  discussed  with  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Trans- 
portation,, Federal  Highway  Administration  in  Carson  City,  Nevada.  There 
would  be  no  lands  such  as  referred  to  in  Section  4(f)  of  the  Act,  involved 
in  any  highway  project  resulting  from  the  proposed  action. 

WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVERS  ACT 

The  proposed  action  was  discussed  with  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation, 
(the  Regional  Office  Division  in  charge  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
Program)  in  San  Francisco,  California.  The  Colorado  River  has  been 
submitted  for.  inclusion  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  several 
times i  however,  it  has  never  been  included,  therefore;,  it  has  no  ■ 
status  at  present  and  there  is  no  indication  at  this  time  that  it  will 
be  included. 

CLEAN  AIR  ACT 

The  Regional  Office  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  in  San 
Francisco  was  contacted  and  the  Fort  Mohave  EIS  discussed  with  them. 
With  the  additional  information  included  in  the  final  statement  plus 
the  incorporated  mitigating  measures — all  development  should  be  in  ' 
accordance  with  Federal,  State  and  local  air  and  water  standards  and 
in  conformance  with  the.  Nevada  State  Air  Implementation  Plan  and  air 
and  water  quality  would  be  adequately  protected. 
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*  Director,  Nevada  Fish  and  Game  Department 

*  Desert  Research  Institute 
Governor,  State  of  Nevada 
Director,  Nevada  Bureau  of  Mines 

*  Director,  Nevada  State  Museum 

LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Chairman,   Clark  County  Planning  Commission 

Las  Vegas  Valley  Water  District 

Director,  City  of  Henderson  Planning  Commission 

Director,  City  of  North  Las  Vegas  Planning  Commission 

Director,   City  of  Las  Vegas  Planning  Coirmission 

Executive  Director,  Clark  County  Regional  Planning  Council 

Director,  Clark  County  Planning  Commission 

Clark  County  School  District 

Clark  County  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 

Chairman,   Clark"  County  Board  of  Commissioners 

County  Administrator 

*  County  Health  Department 
County  Director  of  Public  Works 

OTHERS 

Nevada  Mining  Association 

Mr.  Howard  Gray 

Audubon  Society 

President,  Nevada  Conservation  Forum 

*  Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation  Association 

*  Charles  S.  Watson,  Jr. 

Honorable  Howard  Cannon,  U.  S.  Senate 

Honorable  Alan  Bible,  U.  S.  Senate 

Honorable  Walter  S.  Baring,  U.  S.  House  of  Representatives 

Dr.  Janice  Beatley 

President,  Southern  Nevada  Environmental  Forum 

*  Mrs.  Jean  Ford 

*  Dr.  Samuel  Ford 

President,  American  Camping  Association 

Chairman,  Department  of  Renewable  Natural  Resources,  Univ.  of  Nevada,  Reno 

Colorado  Plateau  Advisory  Council 

Southern  Nevada  Off  Road  Enthusiasts 

Secretary,  Motorcycle  Racing  Association  of  Nevada,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

*  Chairman,  California  and  Nevada  Development  Organization 
Nevada  Power  Company 

Secretary,  Southern  Nevada  Resource  Action  Council 

Editor,  Las  Vegas  Sun  ■ 

Editor,  Las  Vegas  Review  Journal  . 
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Southern  California  Edison  Company 
Nevada  Wildlife  Federation,    Inc. 
Foresta  Institute 

*  Sierra  Club  (Las  Vegas  Chapter] 
Dr.  Wes  Niles 

Chairman,    SLM  Las  Vegas  District  Advisory  Board 
Mrs.  Thalia  Dondero 
Mr.   Robert  Forson 
Dr.   Sheilagh  Brooks 

*  Mr,   Carl  Shaw,  Vice  President  Open  Spaces  Council,    Inc. 
Fort  Mohave  Tribal  Council 

Chamber, of  Commerce.   Bullhead  City,  Arizona 

Dr.   James  E.   Deacon 

League  of  Women  Voters 

Fraternity  of  the  Desert.  Bighorn  Sheep 

*  Larry  E.  Moss,   Southern  California  Representative  Sierra  Club 

(2410  Beverly  Blvd.,,  Suite  2,  Los  Angeles,   CA  90057) 

A  public  meeting  was  held  in  Las  Vegas  at  the  County  Courthouse  on 
June  15,  1972  at  8:00  p.m.     The  meeting  was  announced  by  the  local  news 
media  and  by  personal  invitation. 

The  following  is  a  list  of  the  individuals  who  attended  the  meeting. 
The  *  indicates  those  individuals  who  made  statements  at  the  public 
meeting.     Much  of  the  information  submitted  by  letter  and  at  the  public 
meeting  was  used  in  the  development  of  the  environmental  statement. 

ATTENDANCE  ROSTER 


NAME 


ADDRESS 


REPRESENTING 


Dave  Walter 
Dick  Morrison 
Alan  Dickenaan 
*Don  Paff 
*Jim   Wren-Jarvis 
Lloyd  Rowland 
Dr.   Lonnie  Sisson 
Robert  Steele 
Dennis  Erhart 
Joe  Deveney 
Steve  Howard 
William  J.  Malencik 
* Lloyd  Rooke 
Roy  Evans 
E.  B.   Stolle 
Jean  Ford 
*Samuel  Ford 


Las  Vegas 
Reno 
Denver 
P.O.   Box  1748,   Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Yuma,  Ariz. 
Yuma,  Ariz. 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Reno 

Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 


BLM 
BUM 
BLM 

Colorado 
Clark  Co 
Can  Do 
Can  Do 
'BLM 
BLM 

Clark  Co 
BLM 
BLM 
SCS 

Sierra  Club 

Colorado  River  Commission 
State  Park  Commission 
Citizen 


River  Commission 
Dist.  Health  Dept 


School  Dist. 
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NAME* 


ADDRESS 


REPRESENTING 


Bill  Hazeltine 
T.   J.   Harper 
Howard  Booth 
M.  William  Deutsch 
Donald  R.  Arkell 


*Walt  Kozlowski' 
*Mary  Kozlowski 
A.   J.   Taggard 

Warren  Jamison 
Jack  Doyle 
Robert  Kauftnann 
*Robert  York 

*Bernard  Sorofman 

Nancy  Sorofman 
*Dan  Allison 
Dennis  Hess 
Dale  Lockard 
John  Donaldson 
*Jack  Dieringer 
James  C.   Perkins 
James  F.   Riley 
Fred  Hoffman 
Roger  Nelson 
Darryl  Monahan 
George  C.  Monahan 
*Daisy    J.  Talvitie 

Kenneth  F.   Reinert 
Karl  Weikel 


Portland 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 


Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 

5109  Lytton  Avenue 

Las  Vegas 
it 

4329  Fortune,  Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 
Reno 

Carson  City 
Reno 

San  Francisco 
Arlington,  Virginia 
Carson  City 
Las  Vegas 
Las  Vegas 

Reno 
Searchlight,  Nev. 


BSFGW 

BSF^W 

Citizen 

Colorado  River  Commission 

Clark  Co.   Dist.   Health 

Dept.   Air  Pollution 

Control  Division 
Private  citizen 
Private  citizen 
Citizen 
USBR 
Citizen 

Desert  Research  institute 
Nevada  Archeological 

Survey  -  DRI 
Self 

Self 

Self 

BLM 

Fish  and  Game,  Nevada 

Nevada  Fish  and  Game 

Nevada  Fish  and  Game 

Nevada  Water  Resources 

BLM 

EPA 

BLM 

State  Econ.   Devel .   Dept. 

Public  Works 

League  of  Women  Voters 

of  Nevada 
BLM 
Calif.   §  Nev.   Development 

Organization 
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COMMENTS  RECEIVED  ON  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 

Copies  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  were  released  to  the 
public  for  review  on  January  12,  1973.  The  announcement  releasing 
the  Statement  scheduled  a  public  hearing  on  February  15,  1973  in  the 
Clark  County  Courthouse,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada.  The  hearing  was  held  as 
scheduled,  with  Mr.  John  Boyles,  BLM  District  Manager,  Las  Vegas 
serving  as  the  Hearing  Officer.  He  was  assisted  by  Mr.  Ken  Reinert, 
the  Fort  Mohave  Environmental  Statement  Team  Leader.   The  record 
of  the  hearing  remained  open  for  receiving  written  comments  until 
March  2,  1973. 

There  were  56  individuals  present  at  the  Hearing,  and  19  individuals 
submitted  oral  testimony  representing  themselves  or  organizations. 
There  were  40  written  comments  received  from  Federal.,  State  and  local 
agencies,  private  organizations  and  citizens.  All  comments  received 
have  been  evaluated 'and  used  in  the  preparation  of  the  Final  Statement. 
All  comments  will  be  considered  prior  to  making  a  decision  on  the 
future  disposition  or  management  of  the  Fort  Mohave  lands. 

The  written  and  oral  comments  received  present  many  conflicting  and 
divergent  facts,  opinions  and  suggestions.  Most  are  recommendations 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  the  proper  course  of  action.  Only 
significant  comments  concerning  facts,  suggestions,  questions  and 
errors  will  be  answered  or  discussed  below.   The  full  text  of  the  oral 
and  written  comments  are  enclosed. 

The  following  is  an  analysis  of  the  significant  comments  received: 

1.  The  following  agencies,  groups  and. individuals  suggested  editorial 
changes  and  clarification  of  various  portions  of  the  Statement.  Their 
suggestions  were  adopted  and  incorporated  as  appropriate  in  rewriting 

the  statement: 

U.  S.  Corps  of  Engineers;  U,  S.  Soil  Conservation  Service;  U.  S. 
Bureau  of  Reclamation;  Colorado  River  Commission  of  Nevada;  League 
of  Women  Voters;  Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation  Association;  Southern 
California  Edison  Company,  and  Dr.  Samuel  Ford. 

2.  The  U.  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  U.  S,  National 
Park  Service,  Audubon  Society,  Sierra  Club,  League  of  Women  Voters, 
Nevada  Open  Spaces  Council,  John  Koch  and  Ernest  Phillips  all  suggested 
adding  an  additional  alternative  to  consider  the  impact  of  State  Park 
or  Public  Recreation  area  designation  on  the  lands  under  consideration. 
Alternative  F  was  added,  titled,  "Develop  as  a  Public  Recreation  Area" 
to  accommodate  these  suggestions. 

3.  The  U.  S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Nevada  Commission  of 
Environmental  Protection,  Clark  County,  Nevada  Health  Department,  and 
League  of  Women  Voters  suggested  adding  air  quality  data  on  the  transfer 
area.   This  data  was  collected  and  analyzed  on  pages  42,  43  and  44. 
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4.  The  Nevada  State  Museum,  University  of  Nevada,  Las  Vegas, 
Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation  Association  and  Dr.  Sheilagh  Brooks 
suggested  the  heed  for  an  archeological  survey  on  the  proposed  transfer 
area.   This  need  was  recognized  in  the  Mitigation  Section  of  the 
Statement  by  requiring  a  survey  prior  to  any  transfer  or  development  of 
the  land. 

5.  Suggestions  were  m^de  by  the  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation, 
Colorado  River  Commission  of  Nevada,  and  Dr.  Samuel  Ford  for  a  more 
complete  and  accurate  discussion  of  water  consumption.   This  was  done 
in  discussing  water  use  by  phreatophytes  and  by  humans. 

6.  The  U.  S.  Corps  of  Engineers,  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation, 
Audubon  Society,  and  Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation  Association  suggested 
a  more  complete  analysis  of  the  wildlife  values  of  the  area.   Also, 
the  Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation  Association  suggested  stressing  the 
importance  of  vegetative  communities.   These  two  sections  in  the 
Statement  were  rewritten  to  accommodate  these  suggestions. 

7.  The  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  the  Nevada  Commission  of 
Environmental  Protection  and  the  Nevada  Department  of  Highways  all 
mention  that  there  will  be  environmental  impacts  in  connection  with 
additional  transportation  needs  generated  by  the  proposed  development. 
However,  there  is  not  sufficient  information  on  specifics  available 

at  present  to  properly  assess  these  impacts. 

The  State  of  Nevada  Department  of  Highways  states  that 
traffic  generated  under  either  alternative  A  or  B  would  require  con- 
siderable change  in  the  present  Nevada  transportation  net  as  follows  s 
Conversion  of  some  80  miles  of  U.S.  95  within  Nevada  from  2  lanes  to 
at  least  4  lane  expressway -standards  and  preferably  freeway  standards. 
Some  20  miles  of  State  Route  77  within  Nevada  would  also  require  con- 
sideration for  4-laning.   In  addition,  secondary  impacts  would  require 
consideration  for  upgrading  design  standards  on  some  20  miles  of  State 
Route  68  in  Nevada. 

It  is  recognized  that  if  either  alternative  A  or  B  is  adopted 
there  will  be  an  impact  on  the  southern  Nevada  Interstate  State  and 
County  transportation  net. 

8.  The  Colorado  River  Commission  of  Nevada  and  the  California 
and  Nevada  Development  Organization  objected  to  the  possibility  of 
the  reversion  of  title  to  the  United  States  should  provisions  of 
development  not  be  followed.   This  is  found  in  the  Mitigation  Section 
of  the  Statement.   This  provision  remains  in  the  Final  Statement.   The 
Fort  Mohave  Act  expressly  provides  for  the  inclusion  of  a  reversionary 
clause  in  the  transfer  of  title. 

9.  The  Lahonton  Audubon  Society  indicated  the  Fort  Mohave  area 
contains  occurrences  of  brown  pelican,  bald  eagle,  golden  eagle,  osprey, 
prairie  falcon,  and  peregrine  falcon.   The  above  species  were  identified 
by  the  Society  as  being  endangered.   The  records  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior  indicate  that  the  golden  eagle  and  osprey  are  not  on  the 
endangered  species  list.   A  discussion  of  the  other  species  is  found 

on  pages  49,  77  and  78. 
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port  Mohave,  Hearing  Comments  on  Draft  Environmental  Statement: 

Samuel  M.  Ford,  M.D.,  3511  Pueblo  Way,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

I  am  Dr.  Samuel  M.  Ford.  I  represent  myself.   Before  starting  these 

comments,  I  think  all  of  us  who  have  had  the  opportunity  to  examine  the 

impact  statement  do  wish  to  express a  vote  of  thanks  to  the  team  who 
prepared  this. 

Many  of  our  comments  tonight  will  deal  with  areas  in  which  we  feel  the 
report  was  deficient  in  data  or  lacking,  but  this  does  not  negate  that  a 
great  deal  of  work  went  into  it. 

My  remarks  first  of  all  are  to  the  facet  of  the  impact  statement.  I 
will  just  briefly  make  points  noting  inconsistencies. 

One  aspect  of  the  inconsistencies  is  the  statement  inade  that  13,500  feet 
of  water  per  year  could  be  salvaged.  This  was  based  on  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation's  figures.  They  took  a  figure  of  five,  however  that  data 
was  developed,  and  subsequently  was  mentioned  in  the  impact  statement 
that  was  given  by  Dr.  Rush  of  the  U.S.G.S.  Report. 

Using  a  much  lower  figure  of  5,000  A/F  per  year,  we  realize  that  Dr. 
Rush's  material  was  based  upon  a  minimum  figure.  However,  it  was 
specifically  tailored  to  the  transfer  area  and  used  more  recent  Bureau 
of  Reclamation. data,  correlated  the  estimated  rates  of  evaportranspiration 
with  the  amount  of  volume  density  of  each  plant  type,  and  thus  should 
have  resulted  in  a  more  accurate  figure  than  that  used  by  the  impact 
team. 

Certainly,  this  point  needs  resolution.  But,  in  a   broader  context.  I  thiri 
it  is  accurate  to  say  that  no  assumption  as  to  the  amount  of  water  salvac;- 
by  phreatophyte  control  of  the  flood  plain  with  the  marina  development  as 
conceived  in  plans  A  or  B  can  be  made,  short  of  paving  the  whole  land  s  .:- 
with  an  impermeable  membrane. 

This  is  not.  meant  to  be  a  facetious  statement.  Basic  to  any  water  salvr 
from  phreatophyte  control  is  first  clearing  the  plants  and  then  dropping 
the  water  table  below  the  range  of  their  root  systems  so  they  cannot  grow* 
back.  Otherwise,  constant,  sustained  clearing  operations  are  necessary. 

So,  instead  of  a  net  gain  of  8600  to  10,000  A/F  per  year  with  this 
phreatophyte  control  and  marina  -development  as  suggested  by  the  impact 
statement,  I  would  like  to  propose  a  scenario  of  what  might  happen  with 
such  a  course  of  action  that  I  feel  is  equally  plausible. 

First  of  all,  we  have  the  marina  itself,  as  all  agree,  which  would  have 
a  high  evaporative  loss  of  six  feet,  ten  inches  a  year,  3400  to  4900 
A/F  per  year.   This  is  a  dubious  use  of  a  scarce  resource  when  its  primary 
reason  for  being  is  to  increase  the  saleability  of  lots  for  either  Plan  A 
or  B. 
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The  creation  of  the  marina  was  to  raise ,  not  lower,  the  water  table. 
Remember,  there  was  a  2700  acre  flood  plan  in  a  700-acre  marina.  We 
are  talking  about  the  three  square  miles  of  land  available  for  scrub 
overgrowth,  and  at  least  some  would  take  place  even  with  the  most 
vigorous  and  expensive  control. 

No  positioning  of  wells  can  pump  down  the  water  table  on  these  fingers 
of  land. 

According  to  the  plans  for  development  of  Plan  B  submitted  to  the  Clark 
County  Planning  Commission,  a  slope  of  one  foot  to  five  feet  was  proposed 
for  the  marina  banks,  perhaps  due  to  the  unstable  nature  of  the  silt 
and  sand  that  comprise  such  a  flood  plane. 

In  any  case,  up  to  a  five  foot,  seven  inch  shift  in  the  water  level  of 
the  marina  each  day,  and  a  one  to  five  slope,  it  is  apparent  these  16  miles 
of  such  banks  in  Plan  B  results  in  substantial  acreage  having  water 
immediately  available  for  plant  growth. 

So,  it  is  apparent  that  such  losses  from  salt  grass,  Bermuda,  and  other 
scrub  growth  will  be  substantial  on  these  30- foot  or  more  wide  banks. 

Finally,  once  the  phreatophytes  are  cleared,  their  shade  and  wind  resistance 
is  lost.  On  the  bare  ground,  the  increased  surface  temperature  and  wind 
velocity  will  increase  the  direct  evaporative  losses  over  what  presently 
exists. 

On  the  basis  of  the  above,  it  seems  quite  possible  that  instead  of  any 
net  water  salvage,  the  creation  of  a  marina  in  the  flood  plain  might 
actually  even  result  in  a  greater  water  loss  than  now  exists  with  the 
phreatophytes. 

My  reason  in  developing  this  hypothesis  is  solely  to  make  the  point  that 
no  one  can  say,  at  this  time,  whether  any  water  will  be  saved  at  all. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  speak  briefly  to  the  problems  of  drainage  and  soil'., 
As  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  report  on  page  37  points  out,  the  area  is 
subject  to  flash  flooding  and  this  is  evidenced  by  the  erosion  seen  in  the 
alluvial  sands,  the  patches  in  the  paving  on  the  road  to  Needles,  and  the 
road  signs ,   "Caution  -  Area  Subject  to  Flash  Floods." 

At  present  the  flood  plain,  sealed  as  it  is  in  the  river  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  channelization  project,  acts  as  a  sponge  to  absorb  this  runoff. 
Once  an  extensive  marina  is  built  and  the  channel  groin  is  breached, 
extensive  flood  control  features  will  have  to  be  constructed  to  keep 
the  debris,  silt,  et  cetera,  from  filling  the  marina  and  increasing  the 
siltation  of  the  river  downstream. 

Adequate  protection  will  be  expensive  and  thus  decreases  to  some  extent 
economic  viability  of  Plan  A  or  B. 
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Thus,  I  am  forced  to  conclude  that  the  most  prudent  course  for  the 
Secretary  at.  this  time  would  be  to  either  retain  the  lands  in  federal 
ownership  or  until  such  time  as  either  an  overwhelming  need  for  more 
recreational  subdivision  land  can  be  clearly  demonstrated  sufficient  to 
outweigh  the  environmental  risks  or  seek  a  minimal  impact,  low  density 
public  recreational  use  area. 

Thank  you. 


********* 


Donald  R.  Arkell,  625  Shadow  Lane,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

I  ass  Donald  Arkell,  representing  the  Air  Pollution  Control  Division 
of  the  District  Health  Department  in  Clark  County, 

I  am  pleased  to  present  a  few  brief  remarks  on  behalf  of  the  Air 
Pollution  Control  Division  of  the  District  Health  Department  regarding 
the  draft  of  the  environmental  statement. 

Let  me  say  at  the  outset  that  we  believe  the  conclusions  reached 
regarding  environmental  impact  on  air  quality  for  the  various  alternatives 
contained  in  the  draft  statement  seem  reasonable.  We  agree  that 
development  which  includes  a  substantial  increase  in  the  numbers  of 
people  living  or  working  on  the  lands  in  question  will  cause  degradation 
of  air  quality  in  the  area. 

Since  this  draft  was  prepared,  the  Clark  County  District  Board  of  Health 
adopted  air  quality  standards.  These  standards  are  the  same  as  the  State 
of  Nevada  Air  quality  standards,  but  they  include  a  statement  to  the 
effect  that  adoption  of  such  standards  are  not  considered  in  any  manner 
to  allow  significant  deterioration  of  existing  air  quality  in  any  portion 
of  Clark  County. 

We  believe  this  statement  makes  it  clear  that  any  development  in  any 
part  of  Clark  County  must  be  carried  out  with  careful  consideration  of 
effects  of  air  quality. 

The  following  comments  are  not  meant  to  be  critical  of  the  report  as  a 
whole,  but  are  suggestions  that  we  have  which  make  this  a  better 

environmental  impact  statement. 

We  question  the  use  of  meteorological  data  from  Las  Vegas  as  being 
applicable  to  the  areas  of  lands  under  consideration.  We  think  there 
may  be  significant,  differences,  particularly  at  low  levels,  in  inversion 
heights  and  possibly  in  the  percentage  of  days  of  inversion  occurrence. 

Even  though  the  Lower  Colorado  Basin  may  be  in  the  same  air  shed  as 
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referenced  in  the  report,  it  is  our  experience  that  conditions  at 
any  given  time  vary  widely  among  the  sub  air  sheds.  We,  therefore, 
believe  it  is  more  appropriate  to  use  data  that  is  pertinent  to  the 
specific  area  involved,  that  being  the  area  between  Lower  Lake 
Mohave  and  Needles,  California. 

We  suggest  that  such  data  might  be  available  from  the  Desert  Research 
Institute  which  is  involved  in  the  gathering  of  meteorological  and 
air  quality  data  for  the  Mohave  Power  Plant. 

As  stated  earlier,  air  quality  standards  have  been  adopted  for 
Clark  County.  We  think  that  in  view  of  the  stronger  non-degradation 
clause  that  Clark  County's  air  quality  standards  has,  it  should 
be  referenced  instead  of  the  State  of  Nevada's  air  quality  standards. 
In  addition,  it  might  also  be  useful  to  show  what  the  air  quality 
standards  are  for  the  State  of  Arizona. 

On  page  48  some  comments  are  made  and  a  table  is  given  to  show  levels 
of  air  pollutants  which  have  been  deemed  to  cause  substantial  endanger- 
ment.  We  do  not  consider  this  to  be  appropriate  for  an  environmental 
impact  statement  unless  the  concentrations  expected  as  a  result  of  one 
or  more  alternatives  would  cause  substantial  endangerment . 

These  extremely  high  levels  are  established  as  those  which  should  never 
be  reached.   If  there  are  indications  that  these  levels  may  be 
approached,  specific  emergency  action  is  taken  by  the  appropriate 
authority  to  immediately  reduce  emissions  in  the  affected  area. 

This  involves  a  separate  and  distinct  authority  available  to  the  Air 
Pollution  Control  Officer. 

A  table  appears  on  page  50  which  compares  the  federal  air  quality 
standards  with  measured  air  quality  data.  The  measured  data  is  that 
which  is  obtained  in  the  Las  Vegas  metropolitan  area  and  is  not 
necessarily  representative  of  air  quality  in  the  area  under  consideration 

We  think  it  more  appropriate  to  use  air  quality  data  from  the  area  in 
question.  The  District  Health  Department  has  measured  in  the  Fort 
Mohave  area  particulate  concentrations  of  39  micrograms  per  cubic 
meter  AGM  and  149  micrograms  per  cubic  meter  as  the  maximum  24-hour 
average.  Data  for  the  other  pollutants  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Desert  Research  Institute.  The  most  recent  data  appears  in  Desert 
Research  Institute's  third  annual  report. 

While  we  do  not  necessarily  subscribe  to  some  of  the  conclusions 
reached  in  this  report,  we  believe  the  numerical  data  to  be  as  good 
as  any  other  available. 

We  would  point  out  also,  that  the  statement  regarding  EPA's  assertions 
that  sulfur  dioxide  air  quality  standards  are  exceeded  in  the  Las 
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Vegas  Valley  Is  incorrect. 

Since  this  draft  was  prepared,  events  have  occurred  with  regard  to 
Southern  California  Edison's  Mohave  generating  station  which  we 

think  should  he  included  in  the  final  report.  In.  December,  1972,, 
the  Clark  County  Air  Pollution  Control  Hearing  Board  directed  the 
Mohave  generating  plant  to  be  in  compliance  with  applicable  emission 
standards  for  opacity,  particulates  and  sulfur  dioxide.  Compliance 
is  to  be  achieved"  on  or  before  December  31,  1976. 

This  means  that  there  will  be  substantial  reduction  in  emissions  of 
particulate  matter  and  sulfur  dioxide. 

On  page  119,,  a  statement  appears,  "Development  at  this  location 
rather  than  in  the  Las  Vegas  Valley  would  tend  to  disperse  the 
concentration  of  the  air  pollutants  within  the  air  shed." 

While  this  statement  taken  by  itself  may  be  reasonable,  we  think  it 
is  misleading  to  imply  that  development  of  the  area  in  question 
would  preclude  any  development  in  the  Las  Vegas  Valley.  We  suggest 
that  the  statement  be  removed. 

We  also  do  not  agree  with  the  conclusion  that  both  alternatives 
A  and  B  are  considered  essentially  the  same  in  total  possible  air 
pollution.  It  is  our  experience  that  the  amount  of  pollution 
released  (into  a  body  of  air  is  closely  related  to  the,  number  of 
people  in  the  area.  Alternative  B  would  produce  more  emissions  for 
all  the  types  of  sources  mentioned  than  would  Alternative  A. 

Page  149  contains  a  statement  to  the  effect  that  ambient  air  quality 
standards  of  Clark  County  for  the  air  shed  at  Fort  Mohave  are  being 
exceeded  by  the  Mohave  generating  station.  Our  comment  here  is  that 
the  sampling  and  analytical  methods  used  for  particulates  and  sulfur 
dioxide  does  not  distinguish  the  sources  of  these  pollutants.  There 
are,  for  example,  many  smaller,  area  type  sources  of  particulates  from 
the  construction  activities  in  Arizona. 

We  believe,  however,  that  any  additional  development  will  commit 
the  air  shed- to  additional  amounts  of  particulates,  nitrogen  oxides., 
carbon  monoxides,  and  photochemical  oxidants. 

As  we  have  stated  before,  we  do  not  intend  to  criticize  all  of  the 
small  points  in  this  environmental  impact  statement  draft,  although 
we  do  think  that  there  may  be  other  alternatives  available  which  are 
not  discussed. 

What  we  have  offered  here  is  to  recommend  changes  which  would  have  this 
statement  more  accurate  in  its  facts  and  to  help  support  the  conclusions 
which  are  reached.  We  hope  that  these  conclusions  will  carry  significant 


weight  to  any  decision  reached  by  the  Department  of  the  interior 
on  this  proposed  action. 

Thank  you.  I  would  like  to  submit  this  report, 

************  * 

Lloyd  How land,  1481  South  JPalm  #318.  Las  Vegas.  Nevada  89104 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Lloyd  Rowland  and  I  am  chairman  of  a 
committee  with  the  CANDO  organization  of  the  California-Nevada 
organization  which  is  composed  of  17  entities  of  government. 

I  do  not  wish  to  restrict,  our  total  comments  to  the  things  that  I 
say  here  this  evening.  We  have  not  had  adequate  time,  but  I  do  have 
two  or  three  comments  to  make  now  and  we  will  amplify  later  in 
writing, 

I  do  want  to  explain  that  our  chairman,  Mr.  Weikel,  is  at 
and  he  did  intend  to  be  here,  but  I  had  to  come  in  his  plac 
we  Will  submit  a  written  report  to 


The  local  area  committee,  the  Southern  Division,  is  the  Fort 
Mohave  CANDO  committees 

In  the  environmental  impact  statement ,  the  portion  relating  to  the 
Fort  Mohave  land  transferred  to  the  Stat©  of  Nevada  as  to  the  effect 
of  the  environment  when  the  transfer  of  land  took  place,  the 
environmental  impact  should  have  been  assessed  on  that  portion  of 

the  master  plan  prepared  for  the  Commission. 

If  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  did  not  have  adequate  defenses  needed, 
it  should  have  been  recognized  and  either  corrected  or  a  compromise 
reached  both  by  the  State  of  Nevada  and  Clark  County  in  order  to 

determine  and  enforce  the  restrictions  depending  on  jurisdiction. 

The  two  entities  withia  the  framework  of  the  approved  federal 
participation  should  have  been  limited  to  a  minimum  area.  Our 
committee- is  convinced  that  the  transfer  area  --  soil,  vegetation  . 
and  historic  features,,  if  privately  de^/eloped  and  by  the  total  area, 
we  are  referencing  the  total  aass  of  the  land  that  would  be  within 
travel  distances  on  the  Colorado  River  either  for  weekend  use  or 
recreational  purposes. 

It  is  a  broader  area  than  just  the  transfer  area  in  question.  It  is 
the  exposure  area.  It  is  felt  that  the  fragile  desert  environment 
in  the  total  effect,  unless  adequate  policing  is  available,  that 
there  must  be  provided  by  the  police  —  or  the  economic  implications 
would  be  catastrophic  to  the  welfare  of  Southern  Nevada. 

The  record  will  remain  open  until  March  2nd? 
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Mr,  Boyles:  Yes, 

Mr.  How land:  Thank  you. 


************ 


Robert  N.  Snelling,  2004  Madeline  Drive,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89108 

I  represent  the  Coyote  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  which  represents  the 
club  in  Nevada  and  Eastern  California.  We  would  like  to  comment  on 

several  aspects  o£  the  report. 

First,  being  the  data  dealing  with  an  undemonstrated  need  for  recreational 
land,  coupled  with  a  demand  for  park  land  and  undeveloped  river  frontage 
on  the  river  from  both  travel  and  subdivisions  or  fully  developed. 

Our  first  point  in  the  immediate  area  of  the  impact  statement  discussed 
approximately  10,000  current  available  lots  in  the  small  subdivisions  on 
the  Arizona  side  and  9,000  more  for  the  Fort  Mohave  side.  Indeed,  these 
figures  approximated  the  projected  needs  of  the  year  2000. 

If  we  now  add  to  this  the  consideration  of  the  recreational  needs  have 

to  be  considered  and-  demands  should  be  examined. 

Recreational ly,  once  you  consider  the  availability  of  such  a  site,  the 
question  of  managing  the  area,  the  transfer  of  land,  will,  in  fact,  have 
to  compete  for  sales  with  both  the  existing  and  potential  lands  further 
south  on  the  river, 

Looking  at  what  is  available  now,  at  the  Lake  Havasu  City  where  there 
are  currently  54,110  lots  available  and  in  that  development  of  these 
lots  the  persons  are  building  on  them  presently. 

Down  below  Parker,  we  don't  know  exactly  the  total  number  of  lots 
available,  but  we  approximate  28  to  34  thousand  people.  When- you  are 
comparing  the  total  potential  development  in  this  region,  there  is  no 
additional  need  for/ at  least  during  our  lifetime,  these  lands. 

The  impact  statement  refers  to  the  impact  that  can  be  expected  from 

29,000  lots  in  addition  to  those  already  on  the  river,  the  10,000  lots 
still  for  sale;  this  is  a  tremendous  amount  of  recreational  area. ■ 

The  whole  Lower  Basin  is  experiencing  rapid  growth  without  regional 
planning.  The  Parker  Strip  is  the  best  example  of  this. 

It  would  seem  that  the  best  interests  for  all  the  people  in  the  region 
would  be  to  obtain,  by  keeping  the  land  in  the  public  domain  under 
government  control.  The  best  protection  might  not  be  achieved  under 
the  supposed  managing  of  the  Nevada  State  Parks, 
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W®  will  submit  a  formal  copy  of  this  report.  Thank  you. 

************ 

Eva  Craft,  3701  Kell  Lane,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89110 

My  name  is  Eva  Craft  and  I  am  a  representative  of  the  Nevada  Wildlife 
Federation.  This  is  a  group  of  sportsmen  and  conservationists.  We 
engage  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  national  resources  and  we  would  go 
along  with  the  Alternative  A  with  limitations.  B,  with  108,000 
people  is  the  worst  possible  choice.  C  would  be  very  nice,  but 
probably  in  most  instances  so  many  people  are  clamoring  for  the  land. 
D  would  be  for  the  same  reason. 

The  sale  to  private  interests  is  desirable  because,  then,  it  might  be 
built  up,  too. 

We  believe  that  we  are  probably  going  to  lower  the  quality  of  the  river 
by  having  30,000  people  to  be  provided  with  water  facilities.  The 
Colorado  River  Commission  has  taken  the  lead  in  solving  some  of  the 
water  problems  and  to  assure  a  setback  of  at  least  600  feet  from  the 
river  before  allowing  any  building,  and  to  continue  this  setback 
throughout  the  years  keeps  this  area  as  open  space  without  being  ruined. 

We  realize  there  will  be  some  adverse  effects  on  the  water  and  land, 
but  the  federation  wants  these  minimized  as  much  as  possible.  We 
feel  that  the  Colorado  River  Commission  will  carefully  study  the  plan 
for  development  and  we  are  depending  on  it.  And  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  impose  conditions  that  will  be  satisfactory  to  us. 

We  are  giving  it  up,  if  we  do,  by  way  of  this  transfer  of  land  from 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  the  Colorado  River  Commission,  so  that 
we  ask  that  all  groups  try  to  keep  this  free  of  pollution. 

********** 

Mrs.  Glade  Koch,  237  Greenbriar  Townhouse  Way,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89121 

I  am  Glade  Koch  and  I  am  representing  the  Nevada  Open  Spaces  Council, 
Inc.  I  am  making  this  statement  for  Mr.  Darreli  Shaw  (phonetic)  who 
is  the  vice  president  of  our  organization.  The  statement  that  I  am 
going  to  give  tonight  is  within  the  framework  of  a  more  generalized 
statement,  but  Mr.  Shaw  will  prepare  a  final  detailed  statement. 

The  Nevada  Open  Spaces  Council  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  present 
their  comments  at  this  public  hearing  regarding  the  draft  environmental 
statement  prepared  on  the  proposed  development  of  9,000  acres  of  land 
near  Fort  Mohave  and  adjacent  to  the  Colorado  River  in  Nevada. 

We  would  like  to  repeat  the  general  policy  statement  regarding  the  land 
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use  policy  of  federal  and  non- federal  lands  made  by  the  League  of 
Women  Voters  of  the  United  States  which  we  included  in  our  statement 
in  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Task  Force  Meeting  on  June  15,  1972. 

"Although  federal  and  non- federal  lands  have  different 
owners  and  managers,  they  are  beset  by  similar  problems  -- 
how  to  accommodate  new  population  and  economic  growth  and 
simultaneously  assure  that  land  uses  are  beneficial  to  the 
environment  and  to  people  of  all  ages,  races  and  income  levels. 

"Federal  and  non- federal  lands  are  interrelated  through 
their  physical  distribution  and  through  their  potential 
contribution  to  the  development  of  a  comprehensive  urban 
growth  policy. 

"Now,  unrelated  decisions  by  individuals,  corporations, 
their  environment  and  local,  regional,  state  and  federal 
government  bodies  determine  the  use  of  our  land  day  to  day. 
To  be  effective,  a  new  comprehensive  approach  to  the  use  of 
our  land  will  need  to  resolve  conflicts  arising  from  the 
varied  demands  upon  the  land,  the  differing  missions  of  the 
many  government  and  private  institutions  concerned  with  land 
use,  and  the  growing  dissimilarity  between  past  and  present 
land  ethic." 

The  Fort  Mohave  proposal  is  to  transfer  the  9,000  acres  of  public 
lands  from  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  the  State  of  Nevada 
for  residential,  and  recreational  development.  While  the  draft 
environmental  statement  addresses  itself  to  specific  impacts,  it 
has  been  too  limited  in  its  scope. 

The  planning  activities  of  all  agencies  in  an  area,  regardless  of 
how  large  or  how  small,  must  be  coordinated  with  those  of  the  other 
governmental  jurisdictions  in  the  region. 

In  his  first  message  to  Congress,  President  John  F.  Kennedy  recognized 
the  need  for  regional  planning: 

"The  city  and  its  suburbs  are  interdependent  parts  of  a 
single  community  bound  together  by  the  web  of  transportation 

and  other  public  facilities  and  by  cosiraon  economic  interests. 
Bold  programs  in  individual  jurisdictions  are  no  longer  enough. 
Increasingly,  community  development  must  be  a  cooperative 
venture  toward,  the  common  goals  of  the  metropolitan  region  as  a 
whole....  This  requires  the  establishment  of  an  effective  and 
comprehensive  planning  process  in  each  metropolitan  area, 
embracing  all  activities,  both  public  and  private,  which  shape 
the  community. 

"Such  a  process  must  be  democratic  --  for  only  when  the 
citizens  of  a  community  have  participated  in  selecting  the 
goals  which  will  shape  their  environment  can  they  be  expected 
to  support  the  actions  necessary  to  accomplish  these  goals...." 
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Burt  Silcock,  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  in  his 
comments  during  the  National  Association  of  Soil  Conservation 
Districts  meeting  on  February  14,  1973,  commented  that  the  BLM  is 
now  utilizing  a  modern  land  use  planning  system.  He  encouraged 
better  communication,  coordination  and  cooperation  between  agencies 
involved  in  land  use  planning.  He  concluded  that  federal  agencies 
must  work  together  in  determining  the  best  use  of  land. 

Not  only  should  federal  agencies  work  together  to  determine  the  use 
of  land,  but  federal  agencies  should  also  work  with  county  and  state 
agencies  to  provide  for  a  complete  integrated  plan  for  the  Lower 
Colorado  River. 

The  Fort  Mohave  area  is  actually  a  tristate  area  and  land  use  planning 
for  the  area  must  take  into  account  the  implications  to  the  States 
of  Arizona,  California,  as  well  as  Nevada. 

Goals  for  the  Fort  Mohave  area  must  be  established  in  the  light  of 
regional  considerations  which  will  provide  guidelines  for  projected 
recreation  complexes  and  the  controlled  open  space  suited  to  the 
land  and  river  resources . 

In  setting  goals  for  the  Fort  Mohave  area,  the  criteria  must  be  based 
on  what  is  the  greatest  benefit  to  the  greatest  number  of  people. 

The  location  of  the  Fort  Mohave  lands  indicates  the  primary  use  of 
the  area  as  recreation,  oriented  to  the  Colorado  River. 

All  shorelines  must  remain  in  public  ownership  for  open  space  and  the 
development  of  public  recreation  facilities.  The  shoreline  would 
include  all  of  the  lands  indicated  to  be  flood  plain  lands. 

Additional  lands,  as  needed,  should  also  be  included  to  provide 
adequate  area  for  a  comprehensive  recreational  plan  of  development. 

These  lands:  the  shorelines,  flood  plains  and  additional  lands  as 
needed  should  not  be  purchased  at  the  appraised  value  but  rather  should 
be  purchased  for  public  use  under  the  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes 
Act  at  $2.50  per  acre.  The  entire  9,000  acres  can  be  purchased  under 
the  Act  for  $22,500. 

These  lands  should  become  part  of  the  Nevada  State  Park  System  to 
fill  the  need  for  a  water  oriented  state  park  in  Southern  Nevada.  The 
large,  expanding  urban  population  in  Southern  Nevada  requires  major 
State  park  and  recreation  facilities  along  the  Colorado  River. 

The  Nevada  State  Park  System  has  shown  expertise  in  managing  the 
natural  resources  under  its  protection  and  in  providing  the  needed 
suitable  visitor  facilities  in  the  areas  under  its  administration. 
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Southern  Nevada's  potential  is  great. and  our  natural  resources  must 

be  wisely  used. 

The  Fort  Mohave  area  mist  be  examined  in  the  light  of  regional 

considerations  based  on  broad  based  participation  of  people  in  the 
development  and  implementation  of  any  actions  concerning  the  area. 

The  citizens  must  be  informed  and  encouraged  to  take  part  in  the 
decision-making  process.  They  should  have  a  major  role  in  establishing 
policies  and  setting  priorities  concerning  the  Fort  Mohave  area. 
The  citizens  should  write  the 'master  plan  for  the  future  of  their 
regional  community. 

********** 

John  A.  Koch,  237  Greenbriar  Townhouse  Way,  Las  Vegas,.  Nevada  89121 

My  name  is  John  'Koch  and  I  represent  myself. 

My  comments  are  brief.  They  are  not  based  upon  a  detailed  consideration. 

This  land  in  question  involves  the  last  portion  of  the  shoreline  on  the 
Lower  Colorado  in  the  State  of  Nevada.  It  seems  to  me  it  would  be 
very  shortsighted  to  use  this  land  for  high  density  development. 

I  think  it  would  be  shortsighted  for  anything  other  than  to  provide 
the  public  with  access  to  the  Lower  Colorado.  I  strongly  urge  that  the 
suggestions  -  made  earlier  include  that  this  land  be  held  in  public  owner- 
ship with  a  possible,  eventual  transfer  to  the  State  Park  System 
and  that  it  be  given  a  serious  consideration. 

*  *  *******  * 

Daisy  J.  Ta ivitie,  1421  Dordthy  #2,  Las  Vegas^__Neva.da 

I  am  here'  from  the  League  of  Women  Voters  of  the  State  of  Nevada. 
I  will  confine  my  remarks  to  a  few  specific  areas. 

We  concur  with  the  statement  that  has  been  made  and  we  strongly  urge 
that  in  regards  to  the  analysis  of  the  air  pollution  section  of  the 
report  that  you  consult  with  the  Health  Department  and  also  that  you 
do  examine  other  sources  of  data  which  more  directly  apply  to  the 
Fort  Mohave  area. 

Although  there  are  some  technical  errors  in  some  things  of  that 
nature/ for  the  most  part,  we  feel  that  your  comparisons  are  mitigatings 
■which  we  believe  such  to  be  mitigating  under  federal  law.  We  concur 
with  most  of  the  recommendations  found  therein. 

Therefore,  when  we  point  to  some  of  our  areas  of  witness,  we  hope  that 
you  will  recognize  that  it  is  for  the  purpose  of  strengthening  the 
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environmental  statement,  specifically  we  found  —  48  (inaudible). 

We  agree  with  the  statement  that  we  do  not  think  there  is  a  valid 
basis  for  concluding  the  area  will  accommodate  30,000  persons,  inasmuch 
as  you  are  going  to  have  more  automobile  traffic,  more  dust  and 
construction,  and  everything  else. 

So,  therefore,  we  concur  with  the  statement  within  the  report.   (Inaudible.) 

Clark  County  is  presently  finding  that  we  are  having  a  great  deal  of 
difficulty  inasmuch  as  our  environment.  Air  quality  —  we  point  to  the 
fact  that  the  air  quality  extends  —  and  since  Nevada  is  held  responsible 
to  this  prevention  of  air  standards,  that  is,  by  Nevada  sources  we 
think  this  fact  should  be  analyzed  and  concluded  in  the  report. 

We  also  would  suggest  that  there  be  an  inclusion  of  air  quality 
degradation  on  the  particular  type  of  analysis. 

A  number  of  retired  people,  or  the  older  segment  of  our  population, 
will  be  confronted  with  air  pollution  problems. 

In  other  words,  the  first  people  to  react  to  the  degradation  of  our 
air  quality  will  be  our  older  population. 

We  also  urge  that  you  prepare  an  analysis  which  will  be  the  actual  air 
quality  in  that  area  if  we  continue  to  develop  it. 

I  am  now  turning  briefly  to  water  pollution  problems.  We  notice  that 
the  report  is  a  basis  for  thermal  effects  and  we  realize,  but  we 
would  point  out  to  the  effect  that  the  BLM  report  was  for  the  public 
and  it  is  considered  —  (inaudible)  — 

We  point  out,  and  we  feel  that  it  should  be  in  the  final  draft,  a  course 
of  action  in  our  opinion  must  be  one  of  two  alternatives.  The  Mohave 
lands  should  be  with  the  State  Park  System  and  we  therefore  request 
that  an  additional  alternative  of  a  State  Park  be  added  to  the  statement. 

An  additional  statement  will  be  made  by  our  local  league  in  regards  to 
other  aspects  of  this  environmental  statement. 

Thank  you. 


************ 


Ann  A.  Zom,  1591  Gabriel  Drive,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

I  am  Ann  Zorn,  an  Environmental  Quality  Chairman  of  the  League  of 
Women  Voters  of  the  Las  Vegas  Valley;  and  we  are  pleased  to  have  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  environmental  statement  for 
the  proposed  sale  of  Fort  Mohave  lands. 
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The  League  found  the  draft  statement  an  interesting  and  informative 
document  and  we  congratulate  the  Bureau  on  fulfilling  the  proposal 
made  last  June. 

It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  events  of  the  past  six  or  eight 
months  have  produced  changes  which  should  be  reflected  in  the  final 
statement.  For  instance,  the  Clark  County  Commission  now  has  seven 
rather  than  five  members  (p.  71).  More  important  is  the  increased 
development  activity  in  the  area  between  David  Dam  and  Needles  which 
would  affect  decisions  on  the  transfer  area. 

Rio  Alta  Vista  has  been  sold  to  the  Tomblin  Corporation  for  develop- 
ment as  Sundance  Shores.  Construction  of  the  first  phase  of  some 
238  condominiums  is  to  begin  almost  immediately.  On  Colorado  River 
Properties  the  Cimmaron  Corporation  has  underway  a  water- oriented 
hotel-casino  development  as  well  as  a  residential  area  for  employees. 

Near  Davis  Dam  one  new  80  unit  motel  and  a  40-unit  expansion  to  an 
existing  motel  have  recently  been  approved  by  the  Clark  County 
Commission. 

We  would  also  suggest  that  the  population  projections  for  Clark 
County  are  low  in  light  of  figures  put  forth  by   the  Clark  County 
Regional  Planning  Council,  the  State  Engineer,  and  the  Las  Vegas 
Valley  Water  District.  Each  of  these  sets  of  newer  projections 
indicates  a  minimum- maximum  "envelope"  for  the  year  2000  to  be 
700,000  to  850,000. 

The  Las  Vegas  League  is  primarily  concerned  with  two  aspects  of  the 
draft:  first,  the  impact  of  development  upon  air  and  water  quality; 
and,  second,  planning  as  related  to  the  total  area. 

The  State  League  has  given  testimony  on  the.  general  and  technical 
aspects  of  the  air  quality  effects  to  be  expected.  Our  concern  is  with 
the  impact  of  the  automobile  in  particular. 

Because  of  the  lack  of  other  means  of  transportation  and  the 
distances  from  some  services,  any  community  developed  on  the  transfer 
lands  will  be  totally  dominated  by  and  totally  dependent  upon  the 
automobile  as  a  means  of  mobility  both  within  and  without  the  area. 

This  fact  is  also  applicable  to  other  communities  south  of  Davis 
Dam  which  means  that  the  cumulative  effect  of  the  automobile  must 
be  given  serious  consideration.  Using  Department  of  Transportation 
data  for  Las  Vegas  and  the  draft  statement  estimate  of  2.3  persons 
per  family  in  the  Mohave  Valley  (p.  127),  and  considering  all 
developments  on  both  sides  of  the  river,  we  might  expect  to  have 
between  50,000  and  70,000  cars  in  the  area.   (Alternate  A  -  30,000 
population,  15  to  20,000  cars;  Alternate  B  -  30  to  100  thousand 
population,  20  to  65  thousand  cars;  Sundance  Shores  -  3  to  4  thousand 
population,  1500  to  2000  cars;  Colorado  River  Properties  -  seven; 
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Fort  Mohave  Indian  Reservation  Development  -  30  to  100  thousand 
population,  20  to  65  thousand  cars;  Arizona  -  11,000  population, 
5  to  7  thousand  cars.) 

This  is  a  significant  factor  when  Clark  County  is  already  exceeding 
the  air  quality  standards  for  those  pollutants  most  closely 
associated  with  automobile  emissions.   It  should  also  be  remembered 
that  the  bright,  warm  sunlight  that  attracts  people  to  this  region 
of  the  Colorado  River  will  p ''  :.o  be  the  catalyst  which  creates  smog 
from  the  fumes  of  the  automobile  engine. 

Automobile  emissions  have  a  serious  impact  upon  health,  especially 
the  carbon  monoxide.  Everyone  knows  that  if  inhaled  in  quantity, 
carbon  monoxide  can  be  deadly.  Even  in  small  concentrations  there 
can  be  measurable  effects  upon  vision  and  coordination  and  it 
reduces  the  oxygen- carrying  capacity  of  the  blood. 

There  is  recent  corroboration  of  adverse  effects  of  carbon  monoxide 
upon  persons  with  heart  conditions  even  in  downtown  traffic 
conditions.  Both  nitrogen  oxides  and  hydrocarbons  play  a  part  in 
aggravations  of  respiratory  conditions.  It  is  necessary  that  these 
effects  be  indicated  and  evaluated  because  of  the  number  of 
retired  persons  residing  in  the  area  and  the  number  of  people  who 
have  moved  to  this  location  to  escape  the  health  problems  inherent 
in  urban  pollution. 

From  the  data  presented  in  the  draft  study,  the  area  will  continue 
to  draw  the  same  type  of  people  in  the  future  --  those  attracted 
to  a  warm  climate  away  from  city  congestion  and  pollution. 

Water  is  one  of  Nevada's  most  precious  resources  and  also  one  of 
its  scarcest.  We  are,  therefore,  concerned  with  any  action  which 
may  affect  quality  or  quantity.  The  possibility  of  sewage  effluent 
return  to  the  river  is  not  the  only  source  of  water  pollution. 
Any  use  with  return  will  contribute  to  the  salinity  problem  of  the 
water. 

With  development  will  come  problems  associated  with  urban  runoff; 
the  watering  of  lawns  will  contribute  both  nutrients  and  salts  as 
they  are  leached  out  of  the  soils  —  all  of  which  could  easily  build 
up  to  a  situation  similar  to  that  faced  in  the  Las  Vegas  Valley. 

The  information  on  thermal  pollution  of  the  river  from  marinas  is 
derived  from  the  VTN  data  produced  for  the  Marina  Vegas  Project. 
Perhaps  this  should  be  checked  since  the  VTN  results  were  seriously 
questioned  as  being  too  low  at  the  State  Board  of  Health  hearings 
of  July,  1971.  Since  the  river  is  already  above  thermal  standards, 
it  is  important  to  carefully  evaluate  the  cumulative  effects  of  all 
marinas  in  this  reach  of  the  Colorado,  not  just  those  of  one  marina 
in  the  transfer  area. 
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The  League  was  pleased  with  the  strong  emphasis  on  the  importance 
of  planning  and  land  use  controls..  The  points  brought  out  on  pages 
121  and  122  are  excellent.  Certainly  a  carefully  evolved  master 
plan  is  the  key  to  appropriate  development  of  the  transfer  area 
lands. 

To  be  realistic,  however,,  the  planning  must  be  done  with  the  contiguous 
areas  in  mind.  What  is  happening  in  these  areas  or  will  happen  has 
a  definite  impact  upon  what  is  possible  fox  the  transfer  area. 

There  is  little  more  than  "bigger  than  a  bread  box"  type  information  on 
the  specific  plans  and  progress  on  the  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Reservation 
project  development,  to  the  south.  This  development  would  have 

substantial  environmental  and  economic  effects  and  neither  the  State 
nor  the  County  will  have 'any  control  over  the  quality  of  the  results. 

To  the  north,  Colorado  River  Properties  have  begun  development  of  some 
acreage  under  a  contract  with  the  Colorado  River  Commission.  This 
involves  a  hotel- casino  project,  but  nothing  is  known  of  what  is 
planned  for  the  remaining  CRP  land  --.  type  of  development,  density, 
amount  of  water  to  be  committed  from  the  Nevada  allotment,  et  cetera. 

Sundance  Shores  has  a  definite  proposal  for  perusal  and  there  is  the 

omnipresent  Mohave  Power  Plant,  All  of  these  developments,  singly 

and  cumulatively  should  be  considered  when  decisions  are  made  on  the 

transfer  lands. 

f  , 

So  considering  the  amount  of  ••  development  now  occurring,  is  there  a 
demonstrated  need  for  further  residential  development  in  the  area? 
According  to  the  draft  study, (p.  131),  the  area  between  Davis  Dam  and 
Needles  will  continue  to  be  a  focal  point  for  retirement  homes  and 
recreational  uses.  One-third  of  the  people  living  in  the  Mohave 
Valley  are  retired  a.nd  came  because  of  the  climate  and  clean  air. 

Furthermore,  the  study  indicates  some  19,000  hones ites  will  be  needed 
over  the  next  30  years.  Of  this  number,  some  9,000  will  be  available 
in  the  Fort  Mohave  Indian  development  and  there  are  about  10,000  in 
existing  developments.  It' would  not,  therefore,  appear  there  is  a 
pressing  demand  for  the  development  of  homesites  in  the  area. 

On  the  other  hand,  existing  and  projected  developments,  plus  the 
effects  of  growing  leisure  time  and  early  retirements,  will  put 
considerable  strain  on  the  recreational  resources  of  the  area  (p. 
125  -  126). 

Already  the  Lake  Mead  National  Recreation  area  is  feeling  the  pressure 
of  extra  visitors  in  the  southern  area.  As  Las  Vegas  grows,  there 
"  will  be  an  increased  need  for  recreational  opportunities  within  a. 
reasonable  distance  which  will  take  people  out  of  the  hurly-burly  of 
the  city  and  into  the  contrasting  environment  of  flowing  river  and 


144 


desert  quiet  ---  a  place  to  occasionally  be  alone,  unencumbered 
by  the  noises  and  distractions  of  urban  life,  for  camping, 
hiking,  et  cetera. 

The  developments  in  proximity  to  the  transfer  area  are  planning 
little  recreational  space  (p.  125)  and  the  National  Recreation 
area  cannot  sustain  all  the  pressures. 

Many  points  are  made  in  this  draft  statement  to  support  the  need 
for  recreational  opportunities,  but  an  especially  pertinent  one  is 
found  on  page  128,  "Any  use  of  the  transfer  area  which  enhances  the 
conditions  in  which  outddor  recreation  takes  place  will  be  contributing 
to  the  fulfillment  Of  a  need  may  become  critical  in  the  next  25  years. " 

The  League  believes  there  should  be  an  additional  alternative 
offered  —  that  of  transfer  of  the  lands  to  the  State  of  Nevada 
for  use  as  a  State  park.  This  would  serve  to  protect  the  environment 
to  the  greatest  extent,  provide  needed  recreational  opportunities  and 
facilities  in  an  area  which  may  well  be  overloaded  in  future  years, 
and  allow  the  greatest  public  access  to  the  River.   It  would  be  a 
positive  asset  to  the  State  and  to  the  Southern  Nevada  Region. 

We  found  the  list  of  measures  to  mitigate  adverse  Effects  of  the 
proposed  action  to  be  well  conceived  and  comprehensive.  These 
patent  and  deed  restrictions  plus  rigid  application  of  local  planning 
and  zoning  codes  would  erect  strong  protective  barriers  for  the 
fragile  desert  environment. 

In  conclusion,  we  would  trust  that  corrections  and  additions  will 

be  made  for  changes  in  information  over  the  past  few  months.  More 

weight,  should  be  given  the  adverse  effects  of  pollution  from  automobiles 

which  would  come  with  development,  especially  the  health  effects. 

Decisions  on  the  transfer  area  should  be  made  in  relation  to  cumulative 
effects  of  all  development  in  the  area. 

Since  there  does  not  seem  to  be  a  strong  pressure  for  homesites, 
but  there  is  a  clear  need  for  recreational  opportunities,  the  League 
would  support  an  alternative  for  transfer  of  the  lands  to  the  State 
of  Nevada  for  use  as  a  State  Park. 

Thank  you. 


Walt  Norwood,  1157  Toni  Ave.,  Apt.  15,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89119 

My  name  is  Walt  Norwood  and  I  represent  myself. 

I  would  like  --  I  don't  have  any  opinions  one  way  or  another  as  to 
the  quality  of  the  study  done  by  you,  but  I  have  some  information  that 
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I  would  like  to  relate.   I  hope  that  it  can  be  evaluated. 

My  information  has  to  do  with  the  sources  of  water  for  the  development 
of  Colorado  River  Properties. 

There  are  three  logical  sources.  There  is  the  use  of  annual 
ground  water  recharge,  and  the  use  of  stored  non- renewing  ground 
waters;  and  the  use  of  the  mainstream  waters  of  the  Colorado  River. 

These  could  be  sources  of  water  for  development  and  use  in  the 
Fort  Mohave  area. 

There  is  not  too  much  information  available  as  to  what  is  the  annual 
■amount  of  ground  water  recharged  for  the  Fort  Mohave  area.  It  seems 
that  the  amount  of  recharge  is  relatively  small,  in  the  order  of  200 
A/F  per  year.  It  would  be  an  intelligent  step  towards  the  goal  of 
maximum  beneficial  use  of  available  water  resources  to  make  use  of 
this  available  recharge. 

Development  of  the  non-renewing  stored  ground  waters  of  the  area  is 
a  quick  and  even  relatively  easy  way  to  meet  present  water  use  require- 
ments. Reliance  upon  an  annual  overdraft  of  stored  ground  waters 
will  actually  result  in  a  form  of  mining. 

Mining  operations  do  not  last  forever.  How  many  gold  and  silver 
mines  are  still  operating  in  the  State  of  Nevada?  Reliance  upon 
mined  water  is  a  closed  end  venture.  When  the  water  is  gone,  or  too 
expensive  to  recover,  how  do  you  survive? 

The  studies  conducted  on  the  Roswell  Artesian  Basin  in  New  Mexico  are 
illustrative  of  this  point. 

The  Colorado  River  which -flows  beside  the  proposed  development  area 
would  seem  to  be  an  idial  source  of  water.  Since  the  river  is  still 

flowing,  water  should  still  be  available  for  us.  The  United  States 
Supreme  Court  in  the -Landmark  case*  Arizona  vs.  California,,  set 
Nevada's  share  of  the  mainstream  waters  of  the  Colorado  River  at  300,000 
A/F  per  year.  -v 

The  amount  of  water  the  Upper  Basin  is  to  deliver  to  the  Lower  Basin 
is  75  million  A/F  per  ten-year  period.  The  water  shares  for  the  Lower 
Basin  states  are: 

Arizona,  2,800,000  A/F  year;  California,  4,400,000  A/F  year;  and 
Nevada  300,000  A/F  year.   The  mainstream  losses  are  not  charged  against 
any  Lower  Basin  state's  share  of  water.  No  provision  exists  for 
increasing  a  Lower  Basin  state's  share  of  mainstream  water  if  that 
state  reduces  the  amounts  of  mainstream  losses. 
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In  1971  existing  contracts  for  river  waters  within  the  State  of 
Nevada,  called  for  a  maximum  use  of  232,415  A/F  year.  By  the  year 
2000  the  amount  will  be  reduced  to  178,318  A/F  year. 

The  Southern  Nevada  water  project  users'  contracts  contain  option  provisions. 
The  total  amount  of  the  options  is  166,800  A/F  year.  Three  conditions 
exist  for  the  exercise  of  the  options:   (a)  Options  are  subject  to  the 
construction  of  additional  stages  of  the  S.M.W.P.,  (b)  the  availability 
of  water;  and  (c)  the  payment  of  charges. 

Nevada's  share  of  the  Colorado  River  water  is  also  subject  to  the 
present  perfected  rights  of  the  Fort  Mohave  Indian  Reservation  lands 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  State;  and  the  uses  of  the  Lake  Mead 
National  Recreation  area. 

If  you  look  a  short  17  years  into  the  future,  the  year  1990,  the 
amounts  under  existing  contracts,  208,318  A/F  year,  S.N.W.P.  options, 
166,000  A/F  year,  and  reservation  rights,  they  all  try  to  make  demands 
on  the  Nevada's  share  of  the  river  waters. 

The  total  demands  would  be  387,118  A/F  year  or  87,118  A/F  year  more 
than  the  share  allocated  in  Arizona  vs.  California. 

Other  important  factors  not  considered  due  to  the  time  element  are: 
the  1971  return  follow  of  35,200  A/F  through  Las  Vegas  Wash.  What 
happens  when  there  is  an  overall  water  deficiency  in  the  river  system? 
The  national  commitment  of  Mexico  for  river  water?  Use  of  the 
Colorado  River  to  transport  state  waters?  Development  of  new  water 
resources?  The  possible  impact  of  state  water  loss  on  Lower  Basin 
development? 

If  we  should  develop  this  water  or  not  develop  it,  it  should  be 
considered  and  I  wish  to  submit  a  statement. 

************ 

Donald  L.  Paff,  P.  0.  Box  1748,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

My  name  is  Don  Paff.   I  am  the  Administrator  of  the  Colorado  River 
Commission  and  I  will  present  to  you  a  statement  by  the  Colorado 
River  Commission  in  accordance  with  Public  Law  86-433  in  Nevada 
Revised  Statutes  321.480  to  321.530. 

The  Colorado  River  Commission  is  authorized  on  behalf  of  the  State 
of  Nevada  to  purchase  or  otherwise  acquire  from  the  federal  government 
lands  in  the  Fort  Mohave  Development  area.  On  March  28,  1972,  an 
amendment  to  Contract  for  Sale  between  the  United  States  and  the  State 
of  Nevada  was  executed  which  amended  the  contract  entered  into  by 
the  United  States  and  the  State  of  Nevada  on  October  26,  1966. 
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Section  4  ox  that  amendment  includes  the  following  provisions: 

"The  parties  agree  that  it  is  necessary  and  desirable:  ^ 

(1)  to  protect  the  environment,  (2)  to  determine  whether  for 
compelling  environmental  reasons  any  part  of  the  transfer 
area  should  be  excluded  from  the  terms  of  this  agreement, 
(3)  to  control  the  use  of  lands  within  the  transfer  area, 
and  (4)  to  subject  any  conveyance  of  lands  within  the  transfer 
area  to  specific  provisions  for  the  protection  of  the  g, 

environment," 

It  further  provides  that  the  parties  agree  that: 

"...(1)  at  the  earliest  practicable  date,  the 
Secretary  will  establish  a  task  force,  or  take  whatever  measures  q 

are  necessary,  including  entering  into  third  party  contracts, 
to  initiate  and  coisplete  an  environmental  impact  statement 
on  the  CoBBEission's  master  plan  of  Fort  Mohave  development 
area  heretofore  submitted  and  accepted " 

"...The  Secretary  will  determine  whether  compelling  $ 

environmental  reasons  require  that  part  or  all  of  the  transfer  area 
should  not  be  conveyed,  considering  that  it  was  the  intent  of 
Congress  in  the  Act  that  the  transfer  area  should  be  conveyed." 

The  Commission  believes5  that  it  is  important  that  the  environmental 

impact  statement  relating  to  the  approximately  9,000  acres  yet  to  $ 

be  conveyed  to  the  State  of  Nevada  be  complete  and  in  strict 

compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969.  The 

act  and  the  guidelines  established  by  the  Council  on  Environmental 

Quality  define  the  procedures,  format  and  content  of  the  impact 

statement, 

• 
The  Cossmission  has  carefully  reviewed  the  draft  statement  and  will 
provide  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  its  detailed  comments  prior 
to  March  2,  1973.  We  wish  to  provide  you  at  this  hearing  some  of 
our  general  comments: 

"First,  we  believe  that  it  is  important  to  clearly  • 

identify  in  the  Statement  the  Acts  of  Congress  and  the 
State  of  Nevada  and  the  contracts  that  govern  the  past, 
present  and  future  activities  relating  to  the  area  under 
study. 

"Second,  the  Statement  must  recognize  that  the  present  0 

Colorado  River  System  and  immediately  adjacent  land  areas 
are  essentially  fully  under  man's  control,  to  a  certain 
degree  are  man-made,  and  certainly  already  are  environmentally 
influenced  by  man's  activities. 
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"Third,  the  alternatives  considered  in  the  Statement 
are  not  in  the  same  frame  of  reference  in  either  time  or 

information . 

"Alternative  A  is  based  on  a  general  land  use  and  preliminary 
master  plan  prepared  in  1962  as  a  planning  tool  on  the  entire 
15,000  acre  transfer  area. 

"Alternate  B  is  based  on  a  proposed  development  plan 
proposed  in  1972  on  the  9,000  acres  under  study.  These  two 
alternatives  are  not  truly  comparable  because  of  their 
differences  of  purpose ,  time  and  scope  and  area. 

"More  specifically,  the  Alternate  A  master  plan  includes  an 
airport  outside  the  9,000  acres  under  study.  This  airport, 
because  of  other  actions,  cannot  be  constructed  where  previously 
planned  and  the  statement  does  not  compensate  for  the  needed 
modification.  Additionally,  Alternate  B  indicates  an  airport 
and  the  statement  does  not  indicate  the  impacts  of  such  a 
facility  within  and  without  the  9,000  acres. 

"Fourth,  the  statement  indicates  some  relationships 
between  development  or  no  development  of  the  9,000  acres  and  to  some 
degree  the  relationships  of  that  with  development  in  Arizona 
and  the  proposed  development  on  the  immediately  adjacent  Indian 
reservation. 

"The  statement  does  not  include  relationships  regarding 
the  Lake  Mead  National  Recreation  Area,  the  immediately  adjacent 
2,000-acre  proposed  State  Recreation  Area,  and  the  existing  and 
proposed  developments  between  the  Lake  Mead  Recreation  Area  and 
the  9,000  acres  under  study. 

"It  is  also  important  that  the  statement  should  identify 
the  environmental  impacts  and  relationships  of  development  or 
non- development  on  the  extensive  areas  of  adjacent  federal 
lands  under  the  present  management  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  and  Bureau  of  Reclamation. 

"Fifth,  the  statement  indicates  several  measures  which 
are  proposed  to  mitigate  environmental  impacts  including  a 
recommendation  of  a  patent  condition  of  revision  to  federal 
ownership  in  the  event  of  non-compliance  to  conditions. 

"We  believe  this  is  an  inappropriate  item  under  the 
heading  of  mitigation  measures  in  that  the  reversion  itself 
does  not  mitigate  any  adverse  environmental  condition. 

"Finally,  the  Commission  believes  that  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  Task  Force  has  done  a  commendable  job  in 
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preparing  the  draft  impact  statement  and  we  appreciate  the 

opportunity  to  present  comments  at  this  hearing." 


Thank  you. 


************ 


Sig  Hall,  Jr.,  P.  0.  Box  523,  Laughlin,  Nevada 

My  name  is  Sig  Hall.   I  represent  myself  and  my  own  business  in  the 
southern  point  of  Nevada. 

All  I  have  to  say  is  that  all  these  learned  reports  and  educated 
guesses  which  we  have  heard  here  tonight  is  very  fine.  We  have 
employees,  my  business  has  90  employees  who  have  to  live  in  other 
states. 

From  some  of  the  reports  that  we  have  learned  that  we  must  choose 
other  developments  within  several  miles  of  this  area,  and  I  am 
agreeing  with  Mr.  Lloyd  Rowland  and  his  CANDO  Committee  and  any 
report  that  he  has  made  available.  We  will  support  his  report. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity. 


************ 


Dr.  Sheilagh  Brooks,  Anthropology  Department,  Univ.  of  Nevada  Las  Vegas 

I  am  Dr.  Sheilagh  Brooks.   I  am  speaking  for  my  husband.  Dr.  Richard 
Brooks,  who  is  the  Director  for  the  University  of  Nevada,  Las  Vegas. 

I  would  like  to  state  that  he  has  submitted  a  written  report  which 
should  have  already  been  received  and  I  would  like  to  make  a  few  comments. 

We  realize  that  archaeology  has  been  mentioned  twice  on  page  69  and  on  105 
of  the  report;  but  in  neither  statement  is  it  indicated  that  the  Environ- 
mental Policy  Act  and  the  present  environmental  act  concerning 
archaeological  survey  and  salvage  must  be  done  prior  to  any  development. 

Regardless  of  whether  or  not  it  be  a  marina,  a  state  park  or  selling  to 
private  lands;  in  other  words,  any  alternative  that  has  been  listed  or 
suggested  in  this  report,  in  order  to  have  public  lands  transferred, 
the  proper  survey  must  be  conducted. 

In  order  for  any  development  on  any  historic  site  there  must  be  a 
survey  conducted.  There  is  written  into  law  and  we  would  like  to 
remind  the  group  here  that  regardless  of  any  alternatives  that  these 
things  must  be  taken  care  of  and  these  sites  must  be  preserved. 

We  know  the  potential  in  the  region  and  it  has  never  been  inventoried 
for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  The  areas  to  the  north  and  south 
there  in  the  Lake  Mead  region  and  the  areas  to  the  south  near  the  Parker 
region  have  been  archaeological ly  surveyed  and  fantastic  historic 
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findings  are  a  probability. 

Thank  you.  I  just,  wanted  to  remind  you  of  the  need  to  conduct  a 
survey. 

************ 

Bernard  Malamud,  1641  Commanche  Drive,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

My  name  is  Bernard  Malamud,  and  I  am  an  associate  professor  of 
economics  at  the  University  of  Nevada,  Las  Vegas. 

My  comments  concern  the  economic  character  and  viability  of 
Alternative  development  plans  considered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  for  the  Fort  Mohave  lands. 

The  BLM  has  identified  the  economic  dimensions  relevant  to  this 
land's  disposition,  namely: 

"A"  Demands  for  the  proposed  land  uses; 

"B"  The  economic  profile  of  the  developed  community; 
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Public  and  private  costs  of  community  development  and 
operation; 


D"  Potential  tax  revenues  from  the  developed  community;  and 

"E"  The  dependence  of  all  of  the  above  on  surrounding 
developments  along  the  Colorado  River. 

I  conclude  from  the  BLM  study  that  no  action  is  presently  warranted 
on  the  Fort  Mohave  lands.  I  believe  that  Alternative  A,  low  density 
development,  does  not  offer  sufficient  economic  advantages  to  Nevada 
and  Clark  County  to  commit  the  lands  to  this  plan. 

"Next  town"  developments  already  initiated  in  the  Mohave  Valley 
provide  adequate  opportunities  of  desert  retirement  along  the  Colorado 
River.  No  action  on  the  Fort  Mohave  lands  will  not  inhibit  Americans 
from  choosing  this  lifestyle. 

High  density  development  as  envisioned  in  Alternative  B  may  prove 
economically  advantageous  to  Nevada  and  Clark  County.  I  reserve 
judgment  on  its  economic  desirability  pending  an  analysis  of  its 
impact  on  the  presently  urbanized  area  of  Clark  County. 

There  is  no  evidence,  however,  that  sufficient  demand  exists  for 
desert  retirement  and  recreation  to  actualize  a  high  density  objective. 
I  doubt  that  supply  creates  its  own  demand.  Development  that  falls 
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short  of  the  high  density  objective  would  suffer  from  the  same  economic 
maladies  as  would  successful  low  density  development. 

I  shall  now  examine  the  economic  .implications  of  low  density  development. 

Demands  for  the  proposed  land  uses,   I  will  use  the  BLM's  estimates 
of  recreation  and  retirement  demands  on  the  Fort  Mohave  lands  by  year 
2000  should  low  density  development  proceed. 

Tourism  demanded:  300,000  visitor-days  by  year  2000,  referencing  the 
BLM  report  on  page  125,  with  70  percent  by  outdoor  recreationists, 
referencing  the  BLM  report  on  page  126. 

The  remaining  30  percent  will  be  accommodated  in  motels.  Outdoor 
recreationists  are  reported  as  spending  $6.04  per  visitor-day  in 
Mohave  Valley  in  1970.  Motel  tourists  are  estimated  to  spend  $23 
per  visitor-day  in  Clark  County. 

Thus s  total  tourist  expenditures  are  estimated  at  $3,3383400  in  year 
2000. 

The  private  homesites  demanded:  a  9,000  person  retired  population  is 
projected  for  the  Fort  Mohave  lands  by  the  year  2000.  Assuming  two 
persons  per  retired  family,  this  represents  4,500  retired  families. 

The  average  retired  family  income  in  Mohave  County  is  reported  as 
$4,620  per  year.  $20,790,000  in  retirement  Income  is  projected  for  the 
Fort  Mohave  lands.   It  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  no  more  than 
80  percent  income  will  be  spent  locally.  The  remaining  20  percent 
will  be  saved  and  spent  on  specialized  consumption  not  available  in 
the  small  community  envisioned  in  Alternative  A. 

■Medical  expenses  of  retired  persons  living  in  a  community  without  a 
hospital  suggests  that  20  percent  is  a  conservative  estimate  of 
retirement  income  leakage  from  the 'local  economy.  Thus,  $60,632,000 
in  local  retirement  expenditures  are  projected  for  year  2000 . 

The  relative  magnitudes  of  projected  tourist  and  retirement  expenditures 
indicate  that  the  communities !  economy  will  be  largely  dependent  on  the 
latter. 

BLM  data  suggests  that  its  estimate  of  9,000  retired  persons  on  the 
Fort  Mohave  lands  by  the  year  2000  is  a  high  one.  It  is  a  low  estimate 
of  the  Mohave  Valley's  total  population  increase  by  the  year  2000,  is 
44,000  persons. 

The  BLM's  high  estimate  of  impact  area  growth,  105,000  persons  by  the 
year  .2000,  is  based  on  a  supply  creates  its  own  demand  assumption.  Growth 
is  viewed  as  compositional  to  the  total  number  of  lots  offered  for 
sale  in  the  impact,  area, 
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Everi  if  this  assumption  is  granted  for  the  impact  area  as  a  whole, 
it  Cannot  be  used  as  a  basis  for  projecting  Fort  Mohave  lands* 
population.  Doing  so  implies  that  an  increase  in  the  number  of 
lots  offered  and  sold  by  competitive  developments  will  increase 
settlement  on  the  Fort  Mohave  lands. 

Furthermore,  the  BLM's  high  population  projection  of  120,000 
persons  in  the  impact  area  by  the  year  2000  requires  the  population 
double  every  decade  for  the  next  three  decades.  Such  sustained 
rapid  growth  is  rarely  observed. 

I  consider  the  BLM's  low  growth  estimate  to  be  the  only  realistic  one 
presented. 

I  find  that  300,000  visitor-days  of  tourism  and  9,000  retirees  of 
average  means  will  support  a  total  work  force  of  only  4,537,  less  than 
half  the  9,475  projected  by  BLM.  Fewer  than  300  jobs  will  be  in 
direct  service  to  tourists;  the  community's  economy  would  be  little 
different  if  the  Fort  Mohave  lands  captured  no  tourism  at  all.  . 

Almost  half  of  the  community's  1973  residents  will  be  retired.  Based 
on  1970  retirement,  and  on  retirement  income  data,  this  results  in  a 
community  per  capita  income  only  84  percent  as  high  as  the  Clark 
County  average. 

If  worker  incomes  increase  more  rapidly  than  retiree  incomes  as 
suggested  in  the  BLM  study,  the  ratio  of  retired  to  total  population 
in  the  community  will  be  higher.  The  community's  per  capita  income 
relative  to  the  rest  of  Clark  County's  will  be  correspondingly 
lower. 

Mien  fully  developed,  the  Fort  Mohave  lands  population  will  fall  short 
of  a  cost  deficient  size.  Per  capita  public  costs  will  be  even  higher 
during  the  projected  25-year  development  stage  than  when  the  development 
is  complete  as  the  settlement  grows,  per  capita  costs  will  fall.  If  any 
development  is  undertaken,  rapid  development  is  indicated  for  an  economic 
deficiency. 

But  rapid  development  requires  an  effective  demand  for  settlement  on 
the  lands.  The  BLM  study  does  not  demonstrate  such  demand  at  present. 

Nevada  is  already  represented  in' the  Colorado  River  Recreation-Retirement 
Development  phenomenon.  I  am  reluctant  to  see  the  Fort  Mohave  lands 
committed  to  this  use  until  growth  trends  in  the  area  are  more  clearly 
evidenced.  A  stilted  development  characterized  by  speculative  loss 
of  purchases,  but  little  settlement,  will  withdraw  from  potential  higher 
use  much  of  Nevada's  remaining  Colorado  River  frontage. 

Thank  you. 

********** 
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W.  M.  Claypool,  III,  72S  Broadway,  Needles,  California  92303 

My  name  is  Bill  Claypool,  and  I  live  in  Needles,  California.  I  £ 

represent  the  Needles  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

Due  to  the  fact  that  we  have  nothing  prepared,  I  am  speaking  as 
an  individual. 

We  would  like  to  have  a  hearing  in  the  area  of  Needles' sometime  9 

so  that  the  local  people  could  be  represented.  It  is  a  long  ways 
to  come  to  Las  Vegas. 

I  was  born  and  raised  there  and  I  have  been  in  the  area  for  50  years.  I 
have  spent  a  lot  of  time  in  this  area. 

• 
When  you  are  talking  about  that  we  are  taking  everything  around  that 
area  and  dumping  it  into  private  ownership;  this  is  absolutely  not 
true.  At  the  present  time,  there  is  five  miles  of  private  ownership, 
and  that  is  out  of  hundreds  of  miles  of  the  Colorado  River.  So, 
you  are  not  talking  about  a  big  give-away  program. 

• 
It  is  true  that  the  Colorado  River  is  not  a  natural  stream,  and  that 
it  is  a  man-made  stream.  Whether  we  like  it  or  not,  pollution  of  the 
river  —  the  river  is  now  about  8  to  15  degrees  colder  than  it  was 
when  I  was  a  boy.  I  kind;  of  laugh  when  they  say  they  are  going  to 
raise  the  temperature  because  of  pollution. 

• 
Down  south  on  the  river,  here,  we  agree  with  the  Colorado  River  Commission 
100  percent.  We  feel  that  the  Colorado  River  Commission  is  a  very 
responsible  group.  The  County  Planning  is  also  a  responsible  group,  and 
that  the  Secretary  of  Interior  is  also  a  responsible  man;  and  if  they 
develop  a  plan  that  it  will  be  a  good  one  and  it  will  take  care  of 
these  things  along  the  river.  • 

This  is  the  only  federal  land  along  the  Colorado  River  that  has  ever 
been  sold  to  a  State,  County  or  private  parties.  Everything  else  is 
frozen  from  here  on  (indicating) . 

Like  Mr.  Paff  said,  somewhere  in  between  is  where  it  is  going  to  end  up.         • 

We  would  like  you  to  go  to  Parker  Dam  and  see  what  happens  when  it  is 
left  in  federal  ownership.  Who  is  going  to  pick  up  the  crap  when 
-the  tourists  leave?  Clark  County  is  not  going  to  spend  money  to 
have  this  cleaned  up.  Las  Vegas,  which  is  several  miles  away,  is  not 
going  to  come  down  there  and  keep  it  clean.  • 

In  federal  ownership  it  will  be  a  dump  yard.  Just  go  look  at  Parker 
and  you  will  have  an  example  of  what  it  will  be. 

As  far  as  no  action  is  concerned,  again  it  is  the  only  piece  of  land 
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left  that  can  be  sold  by  the  federal  government  anywhere  on  the 
Colorado  River.   I  have  spent  98  percent  of  my  life  looking  at 
federal  lands. 

We  feel  that  it  should  be  master  planned,  We  feel  that  the  Colorado 
River  Commission  is  a  fine  group  and  that  the  Secretary  of  Interior  is  a 
capable  man. 

We  would  like  to  reserve  our  right  to  send  in  a  written  statement  and 
we  do  hope  that  you  see  fit  to  stick  with  the  Colorado  River  Commission 
and  the  Secretary  of  Interior.  They  have  a  real  good  plan. 

********** 

Robert  R.  Martindale,  4490  Swandale  Avenue,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89121 

I  am  Robert  Martindale  and  I  have  just  a  short  letter  to  read  into 
the  record. 

"Gentlemen:  We  hereby  express  our  concern  about  those 
areas  of  land  south  of  Davis  Dam  and  register  our  desire 
that  they  be  developed.  We  believe  an  orderly  develop- 
ment is  necessary  for  the  public  good. 

"Sincerely,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  John  B.  Knight,  Land  Owners, 

Section  33." 

************ 

Mr.  Ponders,  State  Park  System 

I  am  representing  the  State  Park  System. 

After  reviewing  your  plans,  or  your  statement,  I  would  like  to 
say  that  the  maximum  open  space  area  is,  I  feel,  in  the  best 
interests  for  the  entire  development  and  that  the  minimum 
development  of  commercial  and  private  use  should  be  extended  over 
the  Lower  Colorado  River. 

Thank  you. 

************ 
Ernest  C.  Phillips,  321  Pinecliff,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

My  name  is  Mr.  Ernest  C.  Phillips.  I  am  representing  myself. 

Gentlemen,  as  a  resident  of  Southern  Nevada,  I  am  greatly  concerned 
about  the  transfer  of  public  land  near  Fort  Mohave  from  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  to  the  Colorado  River  Commission  of  Nevada.  I 
feel  that  if  a  private  developer  as  suggested  is  allowed  to  come  in, 
the  people  will  lost  the  total  use  of  the  land  forever. 
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Southern  Nevada  depends  on  the  Colorado  River  for  recreation. 
Our  tourists  and  residents  have  many  boats  and  enjoy  fishing 
and  water  sports  on  the  river.   I  feel  that  a  much  better  use 
of  this  land  can  be  made  than  the  proposed  private  development. 

The  best  use  of  this  land  would  be  to  allow  the  State  of  Nevada 
to  purchase  the  9,000  acres  to  add  to  the  Nevada  State  Park  System. 
A  park  oriented  toward  water  sports  and  recreation  would  be 
marvelous . 

People  in  Southern  Nevada  would  welcome  such  a  park.  It  would  be 
widely  used. 

Thank  you. 

********** 

Monte  C.  Rohrer,  Box  33,  Bullhead  City,  Arizona 

My  name  is  Monte  Rohrer  and  I  am  from  Bullhead  City.  There  was 
some  party  here  tonight  that  suggested  that  they  have  a  setback 
of  600  feet.   I  am  heartily  in  favor  of  that  and  for  more  reasons 
than  one. 

I  own  river  frontage  in  Bullhead  City.  When  we  have  a  three-day 
holiday  it  isn't  private  property  anymore.  It  is  public.  And 
there  isn't  anything  you  can  do  about  it.  There  isn't  enough 
public  property. 

************ 

INDIVIDUALS  PRESENT  AT  THE  PROCEEDINGS  WHO  DID  NOT  PRESENT  ORAL 
COMMENTS: 

Mrs.  Ernest  C.  Phillips,  321  Pinecliff,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

Mrs.  Thalia  M.  Dondero,  808  Bonita,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89105 

Mary  C.  Standley,  P.  0.  Box  5230,  Mohave  Valley,  Arizona 

D.  W.  Standley,  Box  5230,  Mohave  Valley,  Arizona 

Armin  T,  Wiebke,  P.  0.  Bos  331,  Laugh 1 in,  Nevada 

David  Wickward,  1808  Matteoni  Dr.,  Sparks,  Nevada 

Martin  Estrin,  1711  W.  Bonanza 

D.  M.  Hodges,  Box  66,  Bullhead 
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Msynard  L.  Fleming,  1465  Verde  Drive,  Bullhead,  Arizona 

Thomas  G.  Kirby,  P.  0.  Box  506,  Bullhead  City,  Arizona  86430 

Genevieve  Edwards,  P.  0.  Box  1815,  Bullhead  City,  Arizona 

Kathryn  C.  Norwood,  1157  Toni,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

Vivian  R.  Taggard,  2932  Elm  Ave.,  #2,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89101 

James  R.  Long,  302  East  Carson,  P.  0.  Box  1748,  Las  Vegas 

Mrs.  Don  (Clara)  Hodges,  P.  0.  Box  2091,  Riviera,  Arizona 

Howard  Record,  Box  2949,  Riviera,  California 

Deena  DeBard,  P.  0.  Box  2172,  Riviera,  Arizona 

Jonas  DeBard,  Box  2172,  Riviera,  Arizona 

Branyan,  Gladys  L.,  P.  0.  Box  2995,  Riviera,  Arizona 

Branyan,  Russell  A.,  Box  2995,  Riviera,  Arizona 

W.  H.  Hoereth,  City  Hall,  Needles,  California 

Lee  Perry,  1901  Rio  Vista,  Needles,  California 

H.  Buckley,  Box  364,  Bullhead  City,  Arizona 

Richard  Ingle,  9321  Hidden  Valley  Drive,  Villa  Park,  Calif.  92667 

Richard  Prange,  2307  Pershing  Ave.,  Apt  F. 

Rocco  Genchi,  408  South  Charvers,  West  COvina,  Califi  91791 

Lena  Genchi,  408  South  Charvers,  West  Covima,.. Calif.       <;.<a-,< 

Ernie  Gregory,  201  South  Fall  St.,  Carson  City,  Nevada  89701 

Mary  Kozlowski,  709  Mallard  St.,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

Thomas  J.  Harper,  Box  16000,  Federal  Station,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada 

Glen  T.  Bean,  601  Nevada  Highway,  Boulder  City,  Nevada 

A.  J.  Frandsen,  Box  531,  Laughlin,  Nevada 

Evelyn  Wiebke,  Bex  531,  Laughlin,  Nevada 
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Keith  H.  Pdsoti,  344  Main  Street,  Bullhead  City,  Arizona 
Ed  Hansen,  Box  895,  Bullhead  City,  Arizona  86430 
John  D.  B.  Allison,  4329  Fortune  Ave,  Las  Vegas 
Ruth  Allison,  4329  Fortune  Avenue,  Las  Vegas 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

FISH  AMD  WILDLIFE  SERV5CE 

BUREAU  OP  SPORT  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE 
U.   S.    GAME  MANAGEMENT  AGENT 
Box   16000,    Fed,   Sta. 
Las  Vegas,    Nevada   39101 


Mr.  John  Boyle 

District  Manager 

Bureau  of"  Land  Management 

301  East  Stewart 

Post  Office  Box  3 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89101 


February  27,  1973 
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Dear  Mr*   Boyies 

The  "Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  the  Sale  of  Fort  Mojave 
Lands(DES  119)"  has  been  reviewed  by  this  office.  The  following 
comments  are  believed  to  be  of  Bureau  concern  when  analysing  demands 
and  impacts  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources  by  a  growing  recreational 
minded  public.  This  evaluation  is  of  local  origin  and  does  not 
necessarily  reflect  the  views  of  our  Regions!  Director,  Region  I, 
Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  Portland,  Oregon, 

The  Colorado  River  is  the  attracting  element  thet  makes  Fort  Mojave 
lands  desirable  for  recreational  development.  The  total  impact  on  the 
Colorado  River  depends  on  what  recreational  "values"  we  emphasize. 
If  wa  are  to  achieve  a  harmonious  balance  between  our  environment 
and  recreational  pursuits,  then  we  must  distribute  human  application, 
Projected  residential  development  in  the  Fort  Mojave  area  may  already 
be  out  of  balance  with  desirable  recreational  opportunities  afforded 
by  the  Colorado  River.  Every  effort  should  be  made  to  evaluate  future 
recreational  requirements  for  public  purposes. 

Of  the  9,000  acres  in  question,  certainly  the  2,700  acre  flood  plain 
has  great  potential  in  terms  of  public  access  to  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement.  These  values  can  only  be  fully  attained 
through  public  ownership  of  the  flood  plain.  Therefore,  Alternative 
"C'?  appears  to  be  the  best  approach  to  providing  a  balanced  environ- 
ment • 

Wildlife  habitat  is  limited  along  the  Colorado  River  and  any  losses 
of  acreage  are  significant  losses  to  wildlife  and  people.   But  habitat 
is  not  enough,  fish  and  wildlife  resources  require  regulated  human 
impact  for  survival. 


Sincerely,  — ,, 


Sis'-J./narper 

,    Game  Management  Agenl 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

WASHINGTON,  D.C.     20240 
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IN  REPLY 
REFER  TO:    ^30 
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? 3 1973 


Mr.  Edgar  I.  Rowland 
Nevada  State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Room  3008,  Federal  Building 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  Nevada  89502 

Dear  Mr.  Rowland: 

We  have  completed  our  review  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
for  the  proposed  sale  of  Fort  Mohave  Lands,  Clark  County,  Nevada 
(DES  72-119),  prepared  by  your  office.  The  comments  in  this  letter 
and  enclosure  reflect  the  views  of  this  office  and  our  Lower  Colorado 
Regional  Office,  Boulder  City,  Nevada. 

Our  response  has  been  delayed  by  late  receipt  of  the  draft  statement 
by  this  office.  However,  the  proposal  raises  several  controversial 
issues  and  we  have  questions  on  many  points  made  in  the  statement. 
Therefore,  we  request  that  our  comments  be  included  in  the  record  and 
be  considered  in  further  actions  on  the  proposed  sale  of  the  Fort 
Mohave  Lands. 

As  requested  in  your  transmittal  to  our  Lower  Colorado  Regional  Office. 
we  are  sending  our  comments  directly  to  your  office .  A  copy  is  being 
sent  to  the  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Washington,  D.C. 

Some  general  comments  on  the  draft  statement  are  presented  in  the 
following  paragraphs.  The  attached  pages  contain  detailed  comments 
and  suggestions  on  specific  parts  of  the  statement. 

The  title  of  the  environmental  statement  is  rather  misleading.  It 
actually  constitutes  an  evaluation  of  proposed  urbanized  development, 
low  density  (30,000  population)  to  high  density  (108,000  population), 
and  an  unspecified  concept  of  development  through  sale  to  private 
interests. 
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Alternative  A,  the  Eisner-Stewart  Plan,  envisions  a  600-foot  wide 
public  access  strip  along  the  river.  Development  of  lots  is  proposed 
inland  from  the  river's  edge,  with  waterfront  exposure  of  each  lot  to 
a  marina  lagoon.   Similarly,  Alternative  B,  the  Beaumont  Proposal, 
represents  a  more  concentrated  development  for  residential,  commercial, 
industrial,  and  recreational  areas  with  an  even  larger  lake-marina 
lot-access  plan.   In  a  water-short  area  and  where  evaporation  rates 
are  relatively  high,  this  kind  of  development  may  not  be  in  the  broader 
national  interest.   The  statement  should  quantify  and  discuss  the 
water  requirement  aspects  in  more  depth.   In  view  of  the  Lower  Colorado 
River  shortages,  and  the  water  quality  situation,  these  kinds  of 
developments  may  not  be  desirable  uses  for  the  9,000  acres  of  public 
domain,  and  the  associated  water  resources. 

The  statement  makes  laborious  reading  and  does  not  leave  a  clear  and 
complete  understanding  of  the  environmental  effects  associated  with 
the  use  of  the  land  for  any  purpose.  A  well-prepared  analysis  of  the 
"without"  or  existing  situation  would  provide  reviewers  with  a  better 
perspective  of  the  area  in  its  natural  condition.   Such  preparation 
would  save  considerable  redundancy  in  the  discussions  of  alternatives 
elsewhere  in  the  report. 

The  treatment  of  impacts  of  low  and  high  density  population  settlements 
and  resulting  increased  use  is  inadequate.   Few  definitive  analyses  are 
made  of  associated  impacts  from  needed  consumer  facilities,  such  as 
roads,  schools,  utilities,  trades,  services,  businesses  and  other 
amenities  of  rural-urban  life.   The  plans  are  too  vague  to  describe 
the  population  characteristics  necessary  to  define  associated  community 
needs.   The  retirement  age  group  could  be  a  stable  complex  and  should 
have  less' need  for  schools,  but  a  higher  demand  for  hospitals,  medical 
and  cemetery  space.   The  preretirement  development  concept  would  most 
likely  be  a  highly  transient  society,  with  concentrations  of  use  on 
holidays  and  weekends.-  The  need  for  schools,  medical  facilities,  etc., 
may  be  offset  by  better  roads  to  facilitate  transport  in  and  out ,  and 
the  larger  police  force  required  to  protect  property  during  absences. 
In  any  event,  the  environmental  consequences  of  these  highly  relevant 
aspects  have  not  been  answered.  Pages  82  through  87  list  several  types 
of  development  which  could  serve  as  a  model  for  projecting  associated 
community  needs. 


The  statement  is  much  too  ambiguous  for  a  rational  decision  to  be 
■made  regarding  the  Federal  action  to  transfer  the  9,000  acres  of 
public  domain  to  an  essentially  private  and  restricted  use.  Also, 
it  should  be  emphasized  that  transfer  of  the  land  should  not  be 
made  without  a  precise  identification  of  water  rights  and  commit- 
ment for  water.  The  two  actions  cannot  be  separate.  The  statement 
should  include  some  evaluation  of  local  and  regional  sentiment 
regarding  the  existing  and  proposed  land  use. 

We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this 
statement.  Please  feel  free  to  communicate  with  this  office  or 
our  Lower  Colorado  Regional  Office ,  Boulder  City,  Nevada,  if  you 
have  any  questions  concerning  our  comments  or  desire  further  informa- 
tion related  to  the  proposal. 


S|f6?Ellis  L.  Armstrong 
Commissioner 


Enclosure 
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BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS  ON 
DRAFT.  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 
FOR  THE  SALE  OF  FORT  MOHAVE  LANDS 
TO  THE  STATE  OF  NEVADA 

1«   Pages  13  and  18,  Maps  Nos.  1  and  4:   The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  opposes  the 
breaching  of  existing  flood  control  levees  for  construction  of  marinas  unless  a 
plan  is  submitted  that  assures  flood  protection  of  areas  now  protected.   Further- 
more, the  land  between  the  existing  levee  and  the  river  should  be  retained  in 
public  ownership  and  any  development  should  be  contingent  upon  Reclamation  approval. 

2-  Pages  16,  17,  and  24,  Maps  No.  2,  3,  and  10:  These  maps  do  not  show  the  small 
acreage  belonging  to  BLM  between  Indian  Reservation  land  and  the  California  State 
line  in  the  southern  tip  of  Nevada.   It  is  shown  on  Map  No.  1. 

Also,  the  Map  No.  3  legend  does  not  include  symbol k>»',""/'';''    which  concerns  a 
large  area  of  the  map. 

3«  Page  .18,  Map  No.  4:  Some  areas  on  this  map  are  designated  for  "Houseboats." 
Are  houseboats  compatible  with  the  rest  of  the  plan? 

4.  Page  25,  "Physical  Factors":  Last  sentence  or  first  paragraph;  after  "vegeta- 
tion," insert  the  phrase  "as  enumerated  on  page  27." 

5.  Page  26:  Paragraph  in  middle  of  the  page  could  include  examples  of  crops 
that  are  frost  sensitive. 

6-  Page  28,  "Soils,"  first  paragraph:  The  last  sentence  refers  to  Map  No.  10, 
page  24,  as  depicting  area  and  soil  mapping  unit  symbols,  but  the  map  is  very 
general  and  has  only  numbers  which  are  referred  to  on  later  pages.  The  map  should 
identify  soils  on  a  legend  or  reference  the  symbols  to  an  explanation  sheet.  The 
whole  section  on  soils  is  very  confusing,  i.e.,  the  bottom  of  page  28  starts  "a. 
Flood  Plain  ...  shown  as  map  symbol  number  10  on  Map  No.  10  ..."  Then  page  30, 
middle  of  page  starts  "b.   Alluvium  -  This  area  ...  designated  on  Map  No.  10  as 
20,  21  and  30.";  then  two  lines  below  underlined  "Alluvium  -  Mapping  Unit  Symbol 
#10"  with  explanations  following.   Some  of  these  numbers  have  apparently  become 
mixed  up  or  transposed. 

7>   Page  30.  item  J3;  page  31,  item  13;  and  page  33,  item  14:   It  would  be  an 
aid  to  reviewers"  to  include  information  on  the  origin,  nature,  and  purpose  of  the 
land  classification  system  mentioned  in  these  sections.   Brief  definitions  or 
descriptions  should  be  presented  for  the  various  land  classes  mentioned.   In  item 
14,  page  33,  what  is  the  percentage  of  class  IV  arable  land  with  irrigation? 


8.  Page  35,  last  paragraph,  "Water";  The  statement  that  there  are  two  sources 
of  water  (presumably  for  development  of  the  area)  is  not  true.   The  report  later 
states  (page  42)  that  there  are  only  about  200  acre-feet  of  ground-water  recharge 
per  year  in  the  area.  There  is  no  discussion  on  where  the  aquifers  are  located 
that  get  this  recharge.   For  the  development  contemplated  in  the  area,  there  is 
actually  only  one  source  of  water  —  the  Colorado  River. 

9.  gage  36,  first  paragraph  under  "Surface  Water":  We  are  concerned  that  this 
section  may  convey  the  impressions  that  the  Colorado  River  is  well  controlled 
and  regulated  throughout,  and  that  there  is  definitely  no  hazard  of  flooding. 
Some  reaches  of  the  river  are  only  partially  controlled  and  regulated,  e.g.,  the 
reach  below  Yuma,  Arizona.  Also,  the  probability  of  flooding  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  proposed  project  has  not  been  established.   (See  our  comment  for  page  105). 
To  avoid  misunderstanding,  we  suggest  replacement  of  the  part  which  reads;   "The 
Colorado  River  is  now  a  well  controlled  and  regulated  river.  This  is  particularly 
true  for  the  Nevada  portion  of  the  river."  We  suggest:   "The  reach  of  the  Colorado 
River  which  borders  the  proposed  development  area  is  now  relatively  well  controlled 
and  regulated.  However,  the  probability  of  destructive  flooding  cannot  be  considered 
negligible." 

10, .Page  36,  second  paragraph  under  ''Surface  Water":   Except  for  stockponds  and 
major  reservoirs '»  there  have  been  few  instances  of  successful  capture  and  utilization 
of  water  from  short  duration,  high- intensity,  conveetive  storms.  We  recommend  that 
they  not  be  considered  as  another  source  of  water  for  the  proposed  development. 

11.  Page  37 :  Line  11  of  the  quoted  material  states  "assumed  as,"  which  does  not 
appear  to  be  correct  -  possibly  it  should  be  "assumed  and.." 

The  first  two  sentences  after  the  quoted  paragraph  should  be  revised,  Nevada 
received  its  allocation  of  300,000  acre-feet  of  water  pursuant  to  provisions  of 
the  Boulder  Canyon  Froject  Act"  and  later  confirmed  in  the  1964  Decree  Arizona  v. 
California.  The  litigation  concerned  the  division  between  Arizona  and  California 
and  not  the  Colorado  River  Compact.  We  suggest  then  that  the  third  sentence  be 
rewritten  as  follows:  "The  Decree  also  allocated  water  for  use  on  the  Fort  Mohave 
Indian  Reservation  in  Nevada  which,  on  the  basis  of  land  area,  is  computed  to  be 
about  12,534  acre-feet  out  of  Nevada's  300,000  acre-foot  allotment," 

12.  Page  38:  Since  1971,  there  has  been  a  contract  written  with  the  Nevada 
Department  of  Fish  and  Garae  (No.  14-06-300-2408)  for  2'5  acre-feet  'of  water  per 
year.   The  quantity  in  the  contract  with  Basic  Management  Inc.  will  not  decrease 
in  1990  unless  the  City  of  Henderson  decides  not  to   continue  taking  water  from 
BMI. 

13.  Page  39,  first  paragraph:  No  mention  is  made  of  the  quantity  of  water  used 
in  Nevada  by  the  Lake  Mead  National  Recreation  Area  (NPS)  which  use  is  chargeable 
to '•  Nevada1 s  300,000  acre-feet  of  which  only  13  acre-feet  were  delivered  under 
Contract  No.  14-06-300-1216,  listed  on  page  38.  Use  by  the  Recreation  Area  can 
be  expected  to  increase  in  the  future. 

The  third  sentence  in  this  paragraph  would  be  more  accurate  if  rewritten 
as  follows:   "The  Colorado  River  Commission  of  Nevada  has  included  options  in 
four  of  its  water-user  contracts  for  delivery  of  water  through  the  Souther  Nevada 
Water  Project  for  an  additional  166,000  acre-feet  of  Colorado  River  water.  The 
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additon  of  conveyance  losses  in  delivering  this  quantity  would  require  the 
diversion  of  about  174,000  acre-feet  from  Lake  Mead." 

The  wording  "...the  option  contract  states  that..."  in  the  last  sentence 
of  this  paragraph  should  be  deleted.  There  is  no  "option"  contract.  The 
options  are  included  in  the  four  water  sales  contracts  between  CRC  and  each  of 
the  four  water-user  entities  of  Las  Vegas  Valley  Water  District,  North  Las 
Vegas,  Henderson,  and  Boulder  City. 

14 •  Page  39,  second  paragraph;  Water  demands  downstream  are  determined  dally 
by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation;  this  daily  allotment  is  released  from  Davis  Dam 
on  an  hourly  pattern  with  peak  releases  coinciding  with  times  of  peak  electricl 
power  demand. 

15.   Pages  42  and  43;   The  position  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  that  any  use 
of  the  ground  water  pumped  from  the  valley  area  should  be  considered  a  part  of 
Nevada's  Colorado  River  entitlement. 

.16.  Page  43;  The  second  full  sentence  on  the  page  should  be  deleted.  The 
possibility  of  salvaging  the  13,500  acre-feet  of  water  assumed  to  be  consumed 
by  phreatophytes  is  only  conjecture.  Legal  precedents  have  established  that 
such  losses  are  overhead  and  when  salvaged  do  not  accrue  to  the  salvager. 
(See  our  comment  no.  30). 

17.  Page  43,  first  full  paragraph,  second  sentence;  Change  "total  solids"  to 
"total  dissolved  solids." 

18.  Part  paragraph  at  top  of  page  44.  There  is  a  distinct  possibility  that 
effluent  from  these  septic  tanks  does  seep  directly  into  the  Colorado  River. 

The  statement  beginning  on  line  5  "...Nevada  has  closed  the  area  south 
of  Davis  Dam  to  septic  tanks..."  should  be  expanded  somewhat;  i.e.,  quote  the 
supporting  regulation,  ruling,  etc. 

19.  First  full  paragraph, -page  44;   Is  this  statement  intended  to  imply  that 
water  quality  deterioration  will  cease  with  the  proposed  development?  Additional 
explanation  is  desirable  on  present  and  expected  future  conditions  of  water 
quality  in  relation  to  enforcement  of  water  quality  standards.  . 

20*  Page  47,  item  It   It  would  be  helpful  to  indicate  the  percentage  of  the 
time  that  atmospheric  inversion  conditions  exist. 

21.  Page  54,  second  full  paragraph,  ninth  line;   The  word  "or"  should  be  "of." 

22.  Page  58,  sixth  line  on  page;   Phrase,  reading  "or  possible  could  utilize 
facilities  presently  existing  in  Arizona"  should  be  deleted.   Hauling  of  trash 
across  the  dam  would  be  objectionable.   Also,  the  statement  is  meaningless;  the 
possibility  may  be  zero  to  100  percent. 
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23.  Fase  58,  last  line  oa  pages  Substitute  "forbs,  and  shrubs"  for  "weeds, 
and  flowers." 

24.  Page  60:  It  would  be  preferable  to  list  the  species  of  wildlife,  fish, 
birds,  etc. "in  tabular  form  and  enumerate  all  of  them  .in1  the  area.  Also,  .if 
rare  or  endangered  species  do  inhabit  the  immediate  vicinity,  they  should,  be 
identified  and  the  protective  measures  planned  to  avoid  their  loss  should  be 
included. 

25   Page  61.,  first  two  lines :  High  daytime  temperature,  rather  than  aridity, 
is* the  main  factor  which  results  in  few  wildlife  species  being  seen  in  daylight 
hours « 

26.  Page  69,  "Archaeology!!.?  The  last  sentence  in  this  paragraph  is  misleading. 
It" should  begin  "A  small  portion  of  the  lands  under  consideration  has..." 

27.  '  Page  76,  second  paragraph,  fourth  line?   Substitute  "county's  for  "country's." 

28   Table,  page  90.  "Baseline  Population  and  Visitor  Use  Estimates  to  Year  2,000" : 
"The  estimates  of  future  populations  appear  to  be  too  low  to  some  reviewers.  What 
is  the  source  of  these  estimates?  What  assumptions  were  made  in  deriving  them.' 
"Area  A"  should  be  defined  (line  4  of  table). 

29.  Page  96,  first  paragraph;  and  page  97,  third_liae:  What  time  periods  are 
involved  in  the  estimates "of  recreationists'  expenditures,  area  income,  and 
total  income  of  "retired  families"  that  are  mentioned  in  these  paragraphs? 

30.  Page  99,   third  paragraph;  page  42,  last  two  linesJLJSg  page  43^_first 
lines'*  The  use  of  water  by  phreatophytic  vegetation  prior  to  stabilization  of 
"EhTTiver  may  have  been  in  the  range  indicated  (3.5  to  8  acre-feet /year,  with 

5  acre-feet /year  assumed  in  this  statement).  However,  the  water  table  has  been 
lowered  because  of  the  stabilization  work  on  the  river  and  it  appears  that  the 
density  of  phreatophyte  growth  has  been  substantially  reduced  over  most  of  the 
area.  Therefore,  existing  phreatophytic  water  use  is  probably  considerably  less 
than  5  acre-feet  per  acre  per  year.  We  believe  that  water  use  will  have  to  be 
determined  after  definite  plans  for  the  area  are  completed. 

31   Page  100,  lf8oJl"t  We  believe  that  the  ground-water  elevations  and  drainage 
of 'the  area  are  primarily  influenced  by  river  water  levels.  Therefore,  drainage 
should  not  be  a  problem  with  development  of  the  area  if  proper  precautions  are 
taken.. 

32«  Pages  101  and  102,  "Wildlif-e"*  The  nature,  purpose,  and  authors  of  the 
studies  Shoiiig  "•  -that  ft*MI  marina  development  of  700  acres  of  Jjrtace 

■  water  would  increase  the  temperature  of  the  river  by  0.2  F...  should  be  uitea 
teJS«5efer«cVto  discission  and  table  op  pages  115  and  116).  Also,  support 
should  be  provided  for  the  statement  on  page  102  which  indicates  this  increase 
"...  would  not  be  a  significant  factor  in  adversly  affecting  the  thermal  charac- 

'  teristics  of  the  Colorado  River  as  fishery  habitat..." 
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Contradictions  and  doubletalk  concerning  the  effects  of  the  temperature 
increase  exist  in  the  following  sentences  on  page  102:   "Over  a  long  period  of 
time  it  would  have  a  contributary  effect  on  the  river  as  to  its  suitability 
for  trout  habitat.   The  River  presently  exceeds  temperatures  needed  for 
optimum  rainbow  trout  survival  and  reproduction.   As  a  warm  water  fishery,  the 
0.2CF  increase  of  the  Colorado  River  would  have  no  effect,  although  an  increase 
in  non-game  fish  may  be  expected." 

33.  Middle  of  page  102:   What  is  the  justification  for  the  assumption  that  there 
will  be  little  or  no  return  flow  to  the  river  from  sewage  treatment?  Who  will 

be  responsible  and  what  are  the  plans  for  treatment  of  sewage  from  the  planned 
development?  Although  quantitative  effects  may  not  have  been  established,  it 
is  known  that  petroleum  residues  and  other  kinds  of  pollution  will  have  harmful 
effects  on  the  Colorado  River  aquatic  habitat. 

34.  Page  103:   We  believe  that  the  area  between  the  river  and  the  existing 
levee  should  remain  in  public  ownership  with  public  access, 

We  suggest  inclusion  of  information  on  possible  effects  of  the  fluctua- 
tion in  river  level  (6  to  8  feet  as  discussed  on  pages  39  and  66)  on  water 
related  recreational  activities.   Also  would  this  fluctuation  and  the  proposed 
water-oriented  real  estate  development,  mentioned  on  pages  10  and  105,  be 
compatible?  For  example,  can  pressures  to  decrease  the  fluctuation  be  expected 
from  buyers?   (See  our  comment  for  page  115). 

In  regard  to  the  last  paragraph  on  this  page,  we  suggest  that  with  a  river 
width  of  about  480  feet  and  a  standard  of  one  boat  per  acre,  the  density  of 
boats  would  be  about  58  per  mile  and  about  1,624  boats  in  28  river  miles. 

Who  would  implement  and  enforce  the  suggested  or  other  boat  density 
standards? 

35.  Page  105,  full  paragraph  in  middle  of  page:  Although  the  river  has  been 
described  as  well  controlled  and  regulated,  the  hazard  of  destructive  flooding 
cannot  be  considered  negligible  (see  our  comment  9).  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
is  conducting  a  study  of  flood  hazards  and  use  of  the  flood  plain  which  could 
result  in  modification  of  the  levee  design  floods,  and  a  corresponding  relaxation 
of  the  criteria  for  construction  within  the  flood  plain.   Our  position  is  that  the 
probability  of  the  Colorado  River  flooding  the  Mohave  Valley  cannot  be  reliably 
determined  until  this  study  has  been  completed. 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  guidelines  for  construction  of  permanent  habitations 
and  other  facilities  on  the  flood  plain  are  discussed  on  page  105  of  the  draft 
statement.   Pending  completion  of  the  afore  mentioned  study  and  establishment  of 
new  criteria,  we  recommend  that  these  guidelines  be  incorporated  as  stipulations 
in  any  contract  or  agreement  governing  the  sale  of  transfer  of  the  Fort  Mohave 
lands.   Further,  we  recommend  inclusion  in  the  environmental  statement  the 
specific  requirements  and  guidelines  potential  developers  must  conform  to  in 
relation  to  construction  in  areas  which  could  be  subject  to  flooding. 
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36.  Page  110?  We  believe  there  should  be  more  discussion  of  the  impacts  of 
additional  highways  and  the  planned  airport.  We  question  the  assertion  that 
an  airport  facility  should  not  create  a  major  impact.  . 

37*  Page  111;  What  will  be  the  specific  environmental,  impacts  of  the  additional 
river  crossing,  the  requirement  for  which  will  be  generated  by  the  proposed 

development? 

38.  Page  112;  Who  will  be  responsible  for  ensuring  that  sewage  treatment  and 
solid  waste  disposal  are  environmentally  acceptable?  What  plans  exist?  What 
stipulations  regarding  these  and  other  utilities  will  be  imposed  on  the  proposed 

land  transfer  and  development? 

39.  •  Pages  113  and  114;  The  water  use  is  estimated  to  be  6,000  acre-feet  per 
year  "for  a  population  of  30., 000.  This  is  based  on  water  use  figures  for  Los 
Angeles,  California,  where  a  family  of  5  uses  1  acre-foot  per  year.  However, 
the  average  family  in  the  project  area  is  2.3  persons.  Using  a  2.3  person 
family,  instead  of  5  person,  30,000  people  would  then  comprise  approximately 

•12,000  families,  which  would  use  more  water.  Los  Angeles  is  a  poor  exaraple 
because  the  climate  is  considerably  different  than  in  the  project  area.  We 
suggest  the  use  of  more  realistic  water  use  figures,  such  as  Las  Vegas ,  Nevada; 
Needles,  California;  or  Ely the,  California.  For  example,  using  the  Las  Vegas 
-consumptive  use  figure  of  0.4  acre-foot  per.  year  per  person  for  a  population  of 
30,000,  the  consumptive  use  would  be  12,000  acre^feet  per  year.  In  addition, 
the  estimate  of  3,400  acre-feet  for  evaporation  losses  appears  to  be  low  as  water 
in  the  lagoons  would  be  warmer  than  river  water.  It  is  suggested  that  about  5,000 
acre-feet  would  be  more  realistic. 

40.  Page  114;  Delete  the  last  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph.  We  believe  the 
present  consumptive  use  of  water  by  the  phreatophytic  vegetation  in  this  area  is 
less  than  the  5  acre-feet  per  acre  per  year  that  is  assumed  in  the  draft  environ- 
mental statement  (see  our  comment  30) . 

The  first  sentence  in  the  second  paragraph  is  false  and  should.be  deleted. 
Water  use  from  the  underground  aquifer  should  also  be  charged  against  Nevada's 
Colorado  River  allocation. 

La  the.  third,  paragraph*  the  computation  of  consumptive  use  is  questionable 
(see  previous  coaments  for  pages  113  and  114) . 

41*  Page  115,  second  full  paragraph;  Presumably  the  proposed  lagoons  and  marinas- 
would  be  connected  with  the  river.  How  will  the  boat  operators  cope  with  the 
6  to  8-foot  fluctuation  in  water  level? 

^2'  Page  117;'  Will  siltation  of  the  marinas  be  a  problem?  If  so,  what  would 

be  the  provisions  for  dredging? 
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43.  Page__118,  penultimate  paragraph,  last  sentence:   If  the  r.ondegradation 
policy  is  enforced,^  this  statement  would  be  false. 

44.  Page  119:   In  view  of  the  high  proportion  of  the  time  that  atmospheric 
inversion  conditions  now  occur,  won't  the  proposed  development  increase  existing 
atmospheric  pollution  problem?   (See.  item  1  on  page  47  of  the  draft  statement). 

45.  Page  120,  first  paragraph  under  "Cultural  Environment":   Statements  made 
under  "Noise  and  Odor"  (page  135)  and  "Visual  (Aesthetic  Values)"  (page  149) 
definitely  indicate  that  the  '\iood-atmosphere"  now  enjoyed  along  the  river 
will  be  lost  with  the  proposed  development,  in  contrast  with  the  ambiguous 
treatment  in  this  paragraph. 

46.  Page  135,  "Noise  and  Odor":   Would  significant  odor  levels  result  from 
sewage  treatment  or  solid  waste  disposal  operations? 

47.  Page  136,  first  paragraph,  last  sentence:   This  is  quite  conjectural  and 
we  suggest  it  be  deleted. 

48.  Page  137.  second  paragraph:   What  provisions  will  be  made  to  ensure 
imposition  of  these  restrictions? 

4$«   Page  139,  first  and  second  lines;   Who  would  approve  the  plan  of  development 
mentioned  here?   To  whom  does  it  "appear"  that  local  authority  is  adequate  to 
ensure  compliance  with  the  "approved"  plan? 

50-   Page  140,  last  paragraph:   Will  archaeological  surveys  of  the  area  be  conducted 
prior  to  sale?  Who  is  responsible?  How  much  time  (days,  months,  or  years)  will 
be  allowed  for  removal  of  significant  archaeological  values,  if  found? 

51.  Page  14.1,  under  "2.   Soil":   The  first  statement  is  not  substantiated  in  the 
explanation  on  soils  as  nearly  75  percent  of  the  land  area  is  said  to  have  well 
drained  soils  or  soils  of  good  slope  and  permeability.   (See  our  comment  31). 

52.  Pages  144-147,  section  titled  "Specific  Impacts":   Evidently  the  purpose  c\ 
this  section  is  to  rationalize  the  proposal  since  little  new  information  on  spec.it'?;. 
impacts  is  presented.   The  argument  in  the  last  paragraph  on  page  144,  concerni:;: 
water,  is  of  interest.   It  reads:   "If  the  consuming  population  resided  elsewhere, 
they  more  than  likely  would  consume  an  equivalent  amount  of  water.   Therefore,  it 

is  only  the  consumptive  use  in  marinas  (evaporation)  which  may  limit  alternate 
activity  in  the  future."  This  is  somewhat  absurd  in  view  of  the  well  known  water 
quality  and  quantity  situation  in  the  lower  Colorado  River  Basin.   It  is  also 
in  conflict  with  the  last  sentence,  on  page  1^8  which  suggests  that  Nevada's 
alternatives  would  be  limited.   The  issue  of  cumulative  impacts  has  been  completely 
ignored . 

$-■•      Page  148,  fourth  line  from  bottom  of  page:   It  is  contemplated  that  there 
would  be  no  return  flow  from  the  development.   Would  the  water  discharged  back 
into  the  river  from  the  marinas  (pages  115  and  117)  be  considered  return  flow? 
Also,  what  about  ground  water  flow?   It  is  indicated  on  page  141  that  the  water 
table  would  rise  and  the  soil  would  become  saturated,  which  suggests  a  possiblity 
of  subsurface  flow.   How  will  sewage  treatment  plant  effluent  be  disposed  of? 
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54.  |^ggJr.iQ-_"Myestcck 'Forage,"  third  line;  Change  "weeds,  with"  to  "fori 
and." 

55,  Page  170,  second  paragraph;  What  is  the  basis  for  the  assumption  that 

there  will  be  no  return  flow  to  the  river  under  Alternative  C,  when  6aQ00 
to  11,000  acre-feet  of  Colorado  River  water  would  be  used? 
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REPLY  TO 
ATTENTION  OF: 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
SOUTH  PACSFie  BfWS5@B,  CURi*  Cf  ENeWEOS 

630  Sanson®  Street  Room  1216 
San  Francisco,  California  94111 


SPDPD-R  28  March  1973 


Mr.  S.  I.  Rowland 
State  Director,  Nevada 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Department  of  Interior 
Room  3008  Federal  Building 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  Nevada  89502 


Dear  Mr.  Rowland: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  12  January  1973  letter  (File  Ref . :  1792, 
N-911.2)  in  which  you  requested  Corps  of  Engineers  review  and  comments 
on  the  draft  environmental  statement  for  the  sale  of  Ft.  Mohave  lands 
to  the  State  of  Nevada.   In  accordance  with  our  review  procedures,  this 
letter  shall  serve  as  the  consolidated  response  of  the  District  Engineer, 
Los  Angeles,  and  the  Division  Engineer,  South  Pacific. 

The.  proposed  plan  does  not  conflict  with  existing  or  authorized  plans  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers.  Attention  is  drawn,  however,  to  the  requirement 
for  a  Corps  of  Engineers  permit,  under  the  authority  of  the  1899  Rivers 
and  Harbors  Act,  before  any  construction  work  is  initiated  that  requires 
excavation,  dredging  or  filling  affecting  navigable  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River . 

Based  on  our  experience  with  environmental  statements  for  related  actions, 

we  would  like  to  offer  the  following  comments  and  suggestions. 

a.  Page  101,  Wildlife.   The  term  "displacement"  in  respect  to  effects 
of  development  on  wildlife  may  be  a  misleading  understatement.   Develop- 
ment would  severely  stress  wildlife  displaced  to  adjacent  habitat.  Dis- 
^3Lj|p,e4,.%dJ^^4,|,s,,wouW.  be  forced  to  compete  with  resident  individuals 
for  food  and1  shelter.   It  is  probable  that  a  high  mortality  of  individuals 
so  stressed  would  result. 

b.  Page  117,  Flushing,  item  3.   It  should  be  clarified  that  the  5.7 
change  in  water  surface  elevation  does  not  result  from  tidal  action. 
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SPDPD-R 

Mr.   E.   I.   Rowland 


28  March  1973 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  corossent  on  this  environmental 
report. 

Sincerely  yours,  / 


'CZJ4 


?,  fepEEG/f 

Chief,   Planning-451  vision 
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,  '  UNITED,  STATLS  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY  al   ■  a 

REGION  IX  Wft  %''> 
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^msf^  REGION  IX  T#/"£ 

lOO  CALIFORNIA  STREET 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  941  11 


Mr.  E.  I.  Rowland,  State  Director  'APR**  ' 

USDI ,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno  NV  89502 

Dear  Mr.  Rowland: 

Enclosed  please  find  our  review  and  comments  on  the 
draft  environmental  statement  for  the  Sale  of  Fort  Mohave 

Lands  to  the  State  of  Nevada . 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  classified 
this  statement  as  category  ER-2.   Specifically,  we  have 
reservations  concerning  the  environmental  effects  of  certain 
aspects  of  the  proposed  action  and  we  believe  that  further 
study  of  suggested  alternatives  or  modifications  is  required. 
We  further  believe  that  the  draft  statement  does  not  contain 
sufficient  information  to  assess  fully  the  environmental 
impact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action.   The  classification 
and  the  date  of  EPA's  comments  will  be  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  in  accordance  with  our  responsibility  to 
inform  the  public  of  our  views  on  proposed  Federal  actions 
under  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

Definitions  of  the  categories  are  provided  on  the  attach- 
ment.  Our  procedure  is  to  categorize  our  comments  on  both 
the  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  action  and 
the  adequacy  of  the  impact  statement  at  the  draft  stage. 
If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  our  categorization 
procedures,  please  let  us  know. 

We  believe  if  you  consider  these  comments  in  revising 
the  text  of  your  statement,  it  will  result  in  a  more  complete 
and  meaningful  evaluation  of  the  project's  environmental 
impact.   We  would  appreciate  receiving  a  copy  of  your  final 
statement. 


Paul  De  Falco,  Jr. 
Regional  Administrator 

Enclosure 


Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  Washington,  DC 


Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Region  IX 

Review  and  comment  on  the  draft  environmental  statement  for  the 
Sale  of  Fort  Mohave  Lands  to  the  State  of  Hevada  prepared  by 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management" 

The  Statement  must  consider  in  more  detail  the  impact  of  develop- 
ment on  the  air  quality  of  the  basin.  The  impact  of  residential 
development  of  the  Fort  Mohave  Lands  must  be  considered  in 
the  context  of  similar  development  of  the  Arizona  side  of 
the  river  and  adjacent  planned  development  in  Nevada.  It 
is  EPA's  best  determination  that  there  is  a  very  real  danger 
of  violation  of  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  in 
this  region  if  complete  development  of  both  sides  of  the  river 
were  to  take  place,  There  should  also  be  some  discussion 
as  to  the  conformance  of  the  proposed  development  with  the 
State  Air  Implementation- Plan. 

The  statement  suggests  that  development  of  the  Fort  Mohave 
Lands,  rather  than  development  in  Las  Vegas  Valley ,   would 
tend  to  disperse  the  concentration  of  air  pollutants  within 
the  air  shed.  This  suggestion  is  not  supported  by  any  facts 
to  indicate  that  development  of  the  transfer  area  would  decrease 
the  pressure  for  development  in  Las  Vegas  Valley.   It  appears 
that  development  of  each  area  will  take  place,  independent 
of  the  other. 

The  construction  of  the  Marina  on  the  flood  plain  as  envisioned 
in  Alternative  A  &  B,  would  certainly  have  a  significant  effect 
upon  the  river,  and  State/Federal  thermal  standards  would 
be  violated  within  the  Marina.  As  an  alternative  to  Marina 
development  on  the  flood  plain  the  statement  should- consider 
the  feasibility  of  Marina  development  in  existing  embayments 
and  backwaters  in  the  .river  near  the  transfer  area. 

The  statement  indicates  that  if  the  proposed  action  is  not 
accepted,  then  the  transfer  area  could  be  transferred  to  a 
public  entity  under  the  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act 
for  park  use.   If  this  is  indeed  a  viable  alternative,  it 
should  be  considered  as  such  in  the  section  on  alternatives. 
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ConsideratiOn  should  be  given  to  the  alternative  of  retaining 
the  remainder  of  the  Fort  Mohave  Lands  in  public  ownership 
until  the  nature  of  the  development  in  Arizona,  on  the  Fort 
Mohave  India'n  Reservation,  and  in  the  other  developments  in 
Nevada  can  be  determined.   This  alternative  would  help  to 
insure  that  any  future  development  of  the  Fort  Mohave  Lands 
would  be  consistent  with  existing  development  and  with  any 
environmental  planning  and  land  use  planning  that  may  be  conduct- 
ed by  Clark  County  or  the  BLM, 
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CHAPTER  3 

PREPARATION,  APPROVAL,  AND 
DISTRIBUTION  OF  COMMENTS  ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENTS 


REVIEW  OF  FEDERAL  ACTIONS 
IMPACTING  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


Environmental  Impact  of  the  Action 
LO — Lack  of  Objections 

EPA  has  no  objections  to  the  proposed  action  as  described 

in  the  draft  impact  statement?  or  suggests  only  minor  changes 

in  the  proposed  action. 

ER — Environmental  Reservations. 

EPA  has  reservations  concerning  the  environmental  effects  of 
certain  aspects  of  the  proposed  action.  EPA  believes  that 
further  study  of  suggested  alternatives  or  modifications  is 
required  and  has  asked  the  originating  Federal  agency  to 
reassess  these  aspects, 

EU — Environmentally  Unsatisfactory 

EPA  believes  that  the  proposed  action  is  unsatisfactory 
because  of  its  potentially  harmful  effect  on  the  environment. 
Furthermore,  the  Agency  believes  that  the  potential  safe- 
guards which  might  be  utilized  may  not  adequately  protect 
the  environment  from  hazards  arising  from  this  action.   The 
Agency  recommends  that  alternatives  to  the  action  be  analyzed 
further  (including  the  possibility  of  no  action  at  all) . 

Adequacy  of  the  Impact  Statement 

Category  1— Adequate 

The  draft  impact  statement  adequately  sets  forth  the 
environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action  as 
well  as  alternatives  reasonably  available  to  the  project 
or  action. 

Category  2— Insufficient  Information 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  impact  statement  does  not  contain 
sufficient  information  to  assess  fully  the  environmental 
impact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action.  However,  from  the 
information  submitted,  the  Agency  is  able  to  make  a 
preliminary  determination  o£  the  impact  on  the  environment. 
EPA  has  requested  that  the  originator  provide  the  informa- 
tion that  was  not  included  in  the  draft  statement. 

Category  3 — Inadequate 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  impact  statement  does  not 
adequately  assess  the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed 
project  or  action,  or  that  the  statement  inadequately 
analyzes  reasonably  available  alternatives.  The  Agency  has 
requested  more  information  and  analysis  concerning  the 
potential  environmental  hazards  and,  has  asked  that  substan- 
tial revision  be  made  to  the  impact  statement. 

If  a  draft  impact  statement  is  assigned  a  Category  3,  no 
rating,  will  be  made  of  the  project  or  action,  since  a 
basis  does  not  generally  exist  on  which  to  make  such  a 
determination. 


;■ 
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Figure  3-1. 
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C)  W  REPLV  REFER  TO: 

L7619 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

LAKE  MEAD  NATIONAL  RECREATION  AKEA 
601  Nevada  Highway 
BOULDER  CITY,  NEVADA  89005  National  Parks  Centennial  1872 -1972 

February  20,    197.3 


Your  reference: 

1792 

(N-911.2) 


Mr.  E.  I.  Rowland 
State  Director,  Nevada 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  Nevada  89502 

Dear  Mr.  Rowland: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Sale  of  Fort  Mohave  Lands  to  the  State  of  Nevada, 
DES-119. 

The  following  items  are  of  concern  to  us: 

1.   The  impact  of  the  proposals  on  the  Lake  Mead  National  Recreation  Area 
have  not  been  assessed  and  covered  in  the  Statement.  The  influx  of 
30,000  to  108,000  additional  people  into  this  region  will  certainly 
have  an  impact  on  the  natural  and  recreational  resources  of  this 
Recreation  Area. 

Our  facilities  at  Katherine,  near  Davis  Dam,  are  already  used  to 
capacity  on  peak  holiday  periods.  During  the  1972  Easter  weekend, 
the  access  road  into  Katherine  was  barricaded  and  approximately  4,000 
cars  turned  away. 

Although  recreation  developments  are  included  in  proposed  Alternative 
A,  residents  will  not  restrict  their  leisure  activities  to  them. 
They  will  find  the  calm  expanses  of  Lake  Mohave,  and  the  surrounding 
desert  mountains  to  be  highly  attractive. 
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The  number  of  automobiles  associated  with  these  projected  populations 
will  also  contribute  significantly  to  air  pollution.   Prevailing 
winds  will  carry  this  directly  upstream  to  Lake  Mohave,  adding  to 
the  already  unpleasant  pall  from  the  Mohave  Steam  Generating  Plant 
and  current  automobile  traffic  levels. 

2.  Although  recreations  sewage  disposal,  and  solid  waste  disposal  are 
mentioned,  the  Statement  does  not  spell  out  specific  responsibilities 
for  management  of  these  functions.   Proper  management,  preservation  of 
environmental  values,  and  compliance  with  standards  all  require  the 
fixing  of  responsibility. 

3.  We  feel  there  are  two  additional  alternatives  that  should  be  considered 
by  the  Statement; 

a.  Development  of  the  lands  by  BLM  as  a  Recreation  Area. 

b.  Sale  of  the  lands  to  Nevada  for  development  as  a  State  Park. 

Generally  we  find  this  to  be  an  excellent  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
Your  people  are  to  be  commended  for  doing  a  very  fine  job.  We  appreciate, 
very  much,  this  chance  to  review  the  statement  and  make  our  comments. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Glen  T .  Bean 
Superintendent 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
SOiL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 

P.  0.  Bex  4850,  Reno,  Nevada  89505 

March  1,  1973 


Mr.  E.  I  Rowland,  State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Room  3008  -  Federal  Building 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  Nevada  89502 


Dear  Mr.  Rowland: 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  The  Sale  of  Fort  Mohave  Lands 
to  the  State  of  Nevada  was  addressed  to  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  on 
January  12,  1973  for  review  and  comment. 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  statement  for  the  Sale  of  Fort 
Mohave  Lands  to  the  State  of  Nevada  as  it  pertains  to  possible  .impacts 
on  the  soil,  vegetation  and  water  in  the  area. 

It  is  suggested  that  a  soils  legend  be  added  to  the  soils  map  (10)  page  24 
when  the  final  draft  statement  is  prepared.  Also  the  typographical  error 
in  the  middle  of  page.  30,  Alluvium  -  Mapping  Unit  Symbol  #10  should  be 
Symbol  #20. 

We  do  not  have  any  major  comments  concerning  this  phase  of  a  land  exchange 
transaction.  Of  the  five  (5)  alternative  plans  suggested,  only  three 
(A  B  &  C)  are  in  any  detail  and  these  are  not  in  enough  detail  for  valid 
conservation  development  comments.  We  would  point  out  that  only  one  (Map 
#6,  page  20}  indicated  the  need  for  storm  drain  channels  to  provide  pro- 
tection from  side  wash  floods  which  may  occur  as  indicated  on  page  37. 

On  page  141,  several  unavoidable  adverse  effects  are  listed.  We  question 

the  use  of  the  word  unavoidable. 

1.  Vegetation  -  States  that  2,700  acres  of  phrea to phytic  vegetation  would 
be  mostly  eliminated.  We. agree  with  this  statement  if  it  is  implied 
that  the  2,700  acres  will  be  covered  with  buildings,  lakes,  lagoons, 
and  roads  or  impermeable  surfaces.  However,  the  detailed  plan  should 
call  for  selective  phrea top hyte  removal  and  where  possible  the 
replacement  of  vegetation  after  construction  to  reduce  the  wind  and 
water  erosion  potential  and  to  beautify  the  area. 

2.  Soil  -  States  that  the  water  table  will  rise  and  adequate  drainage  will 
be  a  problem.  This  is  on  the  assumption  that  the  lagoons  will  be 
installed.  If  lagoons  are  to  be  installed,  no  mention  was  made  of  how 
water  would  be  circulated  to  prevent  stagnation,  nor  how  water  plants 
and  insect  problems  would  be  handled.  With  the  river  fluctuating  as 
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Mr.  E.  I.  Rowland,  State  Di rector ,  BLM,  Reno,  Nevada  z 

much  as  7  feet  r>zr   day,  (page  39)  the  lagoons  will  need  to  be  deep. 

The  excavated  soil,  if  used  adjacent  to  the  lagoons  as  fill  will  help 
alleviate  a  high  water  table  condition. 

3.  Livestock  Grazing  -  A  loss  of  300  aum's  is  indicated.  This  should  be 
shown  as— for  some  years— due  to  the  ephemera]  nature  of  the  range. 
(See  page  59.) 

4.  Wildlife  -  a  displacement  of  wildlife  is  indicated.  Perhaps  this 
should  be  shown  as  a  displacement  of  some  wildlife  species  and  an 
•increase  in  others.  This  would  be  due  to  the  expansion  of  the  water 
area  and  the  increase  in  edge  effect.  Also  it  is  stated  that  there 
would  be  a  maximum  increase  of  0.2°  F.  in  the  temperature  of  the  river 
but  In  #7  -  Water  -  it  is  stated  that  there  will  be  an  average  rise  of 
0.9°  F.  in   the  river. 

8.  Air  -  refers  to  dust  during  construction.  This  can  be  greatly 
modified  and  reduced  through  regulations  requiring  sprinkling,  use 
of  emulsions  and  other  soil  stabilizing  practices'". 

On  page  99,  the  last  sentence  referring  to  consumptive  use  of  water  by 
vegetation  versus  marina  surface  as  they  pertain  to  relative  humidity  needs 
clarification.  Elsewhere  on  pages  41  and  113,  evaporation  from  a  free 
water  surface  is  given  as  82"  per  year  and  on  page  99,  phreatophytic 
vegetation  is  given  as  60"  per  year.  Perhaps  this  should  refer  to  the 
total  surface  acres  of  water  and  the  total  acreas  of  phreatophytes. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  proposed 
project. 

Sincerely, 


C.  A."  Krall  '       J 

State  Conservationist  i/ 
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DIRECTORS 
MIKE  O'CALLAGHAN,  Governor  .  Cm  ashman 
ROBERT  Li'ST,  Attorney  Cewehal 
»«*..*«        **,         mmnuxrm    1  *  WlLSOM   MCGOWAN,  STAT  E  CONTROLLER 

STATS.  .8*  MUM 


mm  ein,  sivasa  mm 

GRANT  SAST1AN  Jfey      1  j       1 7  7  J 


STATE  H'GHWAY  ENfl^NEEB 


IN   REPLY  REFER   TO 


BLM  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  -  Ft.  Mojave 

Mr.  E.  I.  Rowland,  State  'Director 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  -  Nevada  State  Office 

Room  3003  -  Federal  Building,  300  Booth  Street 

Reno,  Nevada   89502 

L 

Dear  Mr.  Rowland: 

We  have  reviewed  your  agency's  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
on  the  proposed  development  of  9,000  acres  of  land  near  Ft.  Mojave 

and  adjacent  to  the  Colorado  River  in  Nevadai, 

In  the  initial  phases  of  data  input  to  this  draft,  the  Depart- 
ment had  only  meager  information  on  which  to  formulate  any  conclu- 
sions as  to  the  impact  of  this  proposal  on  the  highways  traversing 
this  area.  At  that  time  we  anticipated  increased  demand  for 
improved  highway  service  on  a  relatively  long  term  basis. 

The  draft  indicates  that  the  p rinciple  mode  of  transportation 
for  the  area  will  be  the  automobile.  With  this  as  a  condition  of 
development,  alternatives  C  and  D  do  not  pose  specific  problems 
beyond  what  may  be  projected  as  normal  increases  in  traffic  and 
related  demand  for  improved  levels  of  service. 

However,  alternatives  A  and  B,  particularly  B,  do  establish 
major  ramifications  in  the  matter  of  highway  needs.   Traffic 

generated  under  either  of  these 'proposals  will  require  the 
conversion  of  some  80  miles  of  U.S.  95  within  Nevada  from 
2  lanes  to  at  least  4  lane  expressway  standards  and  preferably 
freeway  standards.   Some  20  miles  of  State  Route  77  within 
Nevada  will  also  require  consideration  for  4-laning.   Secondary 
impacts  of  the  development  would  also  require  consideration 
for  upgrading  the  design  standards  on  some  20  miles  of  State 
Route  68  within  Nevada. 

Without  restraints  Alternative  E  will  have  the  same 
relative  impacts  as  A  and  B,  but  we  would  anticipate  the 

transportation  needs  to  develop  over  a  much  longer  time  frame. 
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May  1,  1973 


In  terms  of  known  statewide  needs,  which  are  projected 
well  beyond  the  state's  ability  to  fund,  these  additional 
.needs  occurring  as  a  direct  result  of  subject  development, 
proposals  presents  a  serious  problem  in  the  matter  of  funding 
highway  improvements  as  the  warrants  for  improvement  develop. 

In  addition,  the  Department,  as  you  know,  is  Subject  to 

filing  Environmental  Impact  Statements  on  any  future  highway 
improvements  in  the  area. 

Therefore,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  subject  statement 
should  explore  some  of  the  attendant,  environmental  rami ficat ions 
associated  with  highway  development. 

■  The  Department  offers  their  cooperation  in  arriving  at  a 
more  detailed  evaluation  of  the  transportation  item  in  the 
Final  Environmental  Statement. 


We  apprec 

this  matter 


ciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on 


WLN:dcw 

cc:  Geo.  Westenhoefer 
James  Gunther 


Very  truly  yours, 


^z 


William  L.  Nagel  ^ 

Asst.  Deputy  State  Highway  Engineer 
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STATE OF  CALIFORNIA-— RESOURCES  AGENCY 


RONALD  REAGAN,  Governor 


DEPARTMENT  OF  '  FISH  AND  GAME 

^1416  NINTH  STREET 
SACRAMENTO,  CALIFORNIA  95814 

6.  Ray  Arnett,  Director 


March  1,  19T3 


Mr.  E,  I. 

Nevada  State  Director 

U.  S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Federal  Building,  300  Booth  Street 

Reno,  Nevada  89502 

I  .understand,  Mr,  Rowland—-  , 

-—that  approximately  9»00Q  acres  of  land  hear  Searchlight, 

Clark  County,  Nevada  are  proposed  for  disposal.  These  / 
lands  are  under  the  Fort  Mohave  Act  and  are  located  adjacent 

to  or  very  near  the  Colorado  River  and  the  California  State 
line. 

We  believe  that  the  proposed  disposal  will  lead  to  develop- 
ment activities  on  these  lands  that  would  he  deleterious  to 
fish  and  wildlife  and  associated  recreational  values  of  the 
Colorado  River  and  contiguous  areas  in  California.  Continued 
control  of  this  land  by  the  U.  S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
appears  to  he  the  hast  safeguard  for  the  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  and  for  the  potential  recreational  benefit  of  all 
the  people. 

I  urge  you  to  consider  disapproval  of  this  proposed  land 

disposal.  Yqur  consideration  in  this  matter  is  appreciated. 

'Sincerely, 
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Governor  STATE  OF  NEVADA  Robert  ark.hu: 


EMPLOYMENT  SECfcjRITY  DEPARTMENT 


February  26,  1973  ayfrte  135  S.  8th  St. 

Las1  Vegas 
Nevada  89101 
385-3211 
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U.  S4  Department  of  Interior 

300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  Nevada  89502 

SALE  OF  FORT  MOJAVE  LANDS  TO  THE  STATE  OF  NEVADA 

A  meeting  was  held  recently  in  the  Davis  Dam  area  to  discuss  a  planned  com- 
munity of  housing,  recreational  areas,  and  business  enterprises. 

Firms  which  are  presently  located  in  the  Davis  Dam  area,  including  employers 
in  the  gaming  industry  and  the  Southern  California  Edison  Company,  are  cur- 
rently expanding  their  facilities.  Because  of  this  expansion,  more  workers 
will  be  needed,  and  .without  housing,  these  workers  will  of  necessity  have  to 
commute  from  distant  towns.  '  > 

At  the  present  time,  approximately  500  people  must  commute  daily  to  the  Davis 
Dam  area  from  places  such  as  Needles,  California;  Kingman,  Arizona;  and  Las 
Vegas,  Nevada.   In  a  recent  survey  conducted  by  the  Nevada  State  Employment 
Security  Department,  300  of  these  families  expressed  their  desire  to  live  in 
the  Davie  Dam  area  on  the  Nevada  side  of  the  Colorado  River. 

Because  of  the  present  lack  of  housing  in  the  Davis  Dam  area,  it  is  difficult, 
if  not  impossible,  to  refer  employees  from  the  Las  Vegas  area.  It  is  estimated 
that  approximately  six  million  dollars  in  wages  is  lost  to  Arizona  and  Cali- 
fornia annually  due  to  the  fact  that  people  working  the  Davis  Dam  area  are  not 

Nevada  residents. 

A  proposal  has  been  made  that  approximately  9,000  abres  of  federal  land  located 
in  the  Davis  Dam  area  be  turned  over  to  the  State  of  Nevada.  This,  land  would 
then  be  leased  or  sold  to  both  public  and  private  enterprises,  to  be  utilized 
for  recreational  areas,  housing,  schools,  and  businesses  within  the  planned 
community  mentioned  above. 

With  the  utilization  of  this  federal  land,  it  is  estimated  that  the  population 
of  the  David,  Dam  ar£a  would  be  1,200  people  at  first,  just  from  the  families 
of  people  presently  employed  in  the  area.  As  the  community  becomes  established 
and  businesses  prosper,  the  population  will  naturally  grow. 

It  is  therefore  suggested  that  these  9,000  acres,  of  federal  land  be  turned  over 
to  the  State  of  Nevada  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  utilization  in  the  planned 
community  project  for  the  Davis  Dam  area. 


H.  P.  Fitzgerald  -V  Manpower  Services  Officer  III 
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ORIGINATOR:   Tak  Kubota  /"C  V 


MIKE  'O'CALLA-SHAN 

(SOVKHNOf; 


JACK  LEHMAN,  CHAIKMAM 
LAS  VSOAS,  HlVADA 

THEODORE  R.  LAWSON.  Vice  6haIRMAN 
Las  vesab,  Nevada 

donald  l.  faff,  abmikistrator 

Las  Vkoas,  Nevada 


M.  WILLIAM  DEUTBCH,  Member 
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MR8.  MARY  KOZLOWSKI,  MEMB2K 
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Mr.  Edgar  L  Rowland 

State  Director 

Nevada  State  Office 

U.  S.  , Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Room  3008  Federal  Building 

300  Booth  Street 

Reno,  Nevada  8!? 502 

Dear  Mr.  Rowland: 

On  February  15,  1973  the  Commission  presented  comments  on 
the  Draft  Environmental  -Statement,  for  the  Sale  of  Fort 
Mohave  Lands  to  the  State  of  Nevada.  The  additional  com- 
ments included  herein  complement  and  supplement  those  of 
February  15,  1973.   Our  detailed  comments  on  the  draft 
statement  are  attached  and  identified  by  page  number.   We 
also  feel  that  our  previous  general  comments  require  ex- 
pansion as  follows! 


A. 


B, 


believe  the  draft  statement  considers 
alternatives  of  development  or  nondevelop- 
raent  without  identification  of  the 
Commission's  and  other  responsibilities 
and  authorities  of  the  'State  of  Nevada. 
These  could  dramatically  affect  the  timing, 
type  and  scope  of  any  development  or  non- 
development  on  the  subject  9,000  acres..  .    ■ 
The  Impact  statement  should  clearly' identify 
the  authorities  and  roles  of  the  Federal, 
State  and  local  agencies . 

We  note  that  the  statement  does  not  identify 
specifically  the  general  and  environmental 

terms  of  transfer  relating  to  price,  patent 
restrictions,  rights-of-way,  grazing  privilege 
revocation,  water  and  air  pollution  controls 
covered  by  the  Contract  of  Sale  between  tJnited 
States  and  State  of  Nevada  Pursuant  to  Public 
Law  86-433  dated  October  26,  1966  and  amended 
March  28,  1972. 
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C.   We  believe  the  impact  statement  should  limit 
itself  to  those  discussions  of  fact  or  actions 
significantly  affecting  the  environment.   Sub- 
sequent, decisions  made  on  the  basis  of  the 
statement  and  other  related  laws  and  documents 
are  a  separate  and  distinct  action. 

We  would  be  pleased  to  discuss  our  general  and  detailed  comments 
with  you  at  your  convenience  in  a  mutual  effort  to  achieve  the 
best  possible  Environmental  Statement.   We  appreciate  the  op- 
portunity to  afford  you  our  comments  and  again  wish  to  commend 
your  efforts  in  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Statement. 

Sincerely, 


Donald  L.  Paff 
Administrator 


Enclosure 


cc  w/enclosure: 

Mr.  John  S.  Boyles 

District  Manager 

U,  S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  3 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89101 

Mr,  Kenneth  F.  Reinert 
Nevada  State  Office 
U.  Si  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Room  3008  Federal  Building 
300  Booth  Street        f 
'Reno,  Nevada  89502 
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..COMMENTS  REGARDING 
U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 
FOR  THE  SALE  OF 
FORT  MOHAVE  LANDS 
TO  THE  STATE  OF  NEVADA 


Summary  Sheet,  paragraph  five,  add  of  Nevada  to  Colorado 

River  Commission. 

Page  2,  first  full  paragraph,  next  to  the  last  sentence, 
the  approved  master  plan  consists  of  a  map  with 
narrative  explanation  on  it . 

Page  3,  first  partial  paragraph,  last  sentence,  one  of 
the  provisions  in  the  contract  amendment  was  "to 
initiate  and  complete  an  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  on  the' Commission's  master  plan  of  Fort 
Mohave  Development  Area  heretofore  submitted  and 
accepted, " 

Page  3 ,  the  summary  of  actions ,  pages  3  through  9 ,  was 
prepared %y  Commission  staff  for  the  information 
of  the  Statement  Task  Force.   It  was  not  intended 
to  be  complete  either  as  a  history  or  a  listing 
of  all  actions  relating  to  the  Fort  Mohave  area. 
Thus ,  it  should  be  totally  eliminated  or  corrected 
and  made  complete.   We  would  suggest  its  elimination 
since  it  does  not  accurately  indicate  all  actions 
by  ail  agencies  involved.   If  the  summary  of  actions 
as  now  written  is  not  eliminated,  we  would  then,  as 
a  minimum,  request  that  the  following  corrections  be 
made : 

Page  4,  fourth  paragraph,  NRS  321.534  -  321.536  (1961), 
Fort  Mohave  Development  Law.   Provides  for 
development  and  disposal  of  certain  lands 
lying  between  the  1947  meander  line  and  -the 
west  bank  of  the  channel  of  the  Colorado  River. 

Page  5,  at  the  bottom,  insert  CRC  November  21,  1972, 
Southern  California  Edison  Company  Aggregate  Pit 
agreement,  Section  27,  T.32S.,  R.66E. 

Page  6,  under  April  28,  1971,  US-CRC  Land  Sales 

Contract  heading,  March  28,  19  72,  Amendment  to 
Contract  of  Sale  Between  the  U.S.  and  the 
State  of  Nevada  Pursuant  to  the  Act  of  April  22, 
1960  (74  Stat.  74)  . 
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Page  11,  first  full  paragraph,  the  Eisner-Stewart 

Report  provides  that  the  reserve  area  would  allow 
for  future  development .   Identifies  that  potentially 
to  be  used  for  landing  strip,  wildlife  refuge, 

limited  agricultural  use,  five-acre  or  large 
private  ranches .   Thus ,  the  reserve  is  not  defined 
as  permanent  open  space . 

Page  13,  second  paragraph,  Insert  text  of  amendment  to 
the  contract,  March  28,  1972. 

Page  16 ,  map  2 ,  this  is  not  a  true  copy  of  the  master 

plan  approved  by  the  Congress  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior,   It  does  not  include  narrative  in  the 
legend  as  well  as  the  legal  descriptions  of  the 
zones . 

Page  17,  map  3,  this  is  a  land  ownership  map  and  the 
title  reference  to  the  master  plan,  etc.,  should 
be  deleted.   Also,  there  is  no  legend  for  that 
land  in  T.33S. ,  'R.65E. ,  Sections  1,  12,  13,  24  and 
T.33S.,  R.66E.,  Sections  6,  7,  18,  19, 'etc.   Coal 
slurry  pipeline,  gas  pipeline  to  River  and  road 
systems  should  be  identified.   Identified  Commission 
request  for  lands  shown  in  legend  has  been  denied  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and,  therefore,  should 
be  removed. 

Page  18,  map  4,  map  should  be  dated  effective  approval 
by  Clark  County  as  a  valid  master  plan. 

Page  20,  map  6,  identify  flow  direction  of  River  and 
States  of  Nevada  and  Arizona. 

Page  22,  map  8,  show  County  road  between  Hwy.  77  and  Hwy.  66, 
airport  at  Bullhead  City,  Davis  Dam  and  railroad  in 
the  area  "of  Needles . 

Page  23,  map  9,  map  is  basically  unreadable  and  should  be 
dated.   Boundary  between  Arizona  and  Nevada  is  in 
error.   Boundary  was  established  by  1966  Arizona- 
Nevada  Boundary  Commission. 

Page  24,  map  10,  legend  of  soils  should  be  included.   Map 
symbal  20  is  not  defined,  see  pages  29  through  33. 

Page  28,  first  paragraph,  how  is ' the  lowering  of  the 

groundwater  established?  What  data  indicates  such 
a  condition? 
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Page  35,  last  paragraph,  last  line,  delete  natural  state 

and  add  present  state.   Also  add  neither  the  land  nor 
the  River  are  how  in  their  natural  state. 

Phages  3^  and  37,  first  line/  indicate'  location  of  tne 
Ben  Water  Shed. 

Page  39,  add  to  the  end  of  the  first  sentence,  not  counting 
return  flow  credits.   Also,  delete  numerical  reference 
to  amounts  of  water  allocated  to  Fort  Mohave  Indian 
Reservation  and  resultant  totals  to  Nevada.   The 
Decree  does  not  indicate  a  specific  acre-foot 
allotment  to  the  Indians . 

Page  43,  second  full  paragraph,  second  sentence,  new  water 
quality  standards  and  their  enforcement  will  result  in 
a  demand  to  improve  the  type  of  treatment.   Also, 
insert  after  second  full  paragraph,  no  attempt  has 
been  made  to  identify  the  biological  enhancement  and 
the  resultant  fish  carrying  capacity  if  a  limited 
amount  of  bionutrients  were  added  to  the  River  in 
this  area.   The  statement  relating  to  the  Las  Vegas 
Valley  and  notice  by  EPA  is  not  germane  to  the  statement. 

Page  44,  first  full  paragraph,  reference  is  made  to  the 

conclusion  and  recommendation  of  the  Seventh  Session  of 
the  joint  Federal-State  Conference  in  the  matter  of 
pollution  of  the  interstate  waters  of  the  Colorado 
River  and  its  tributaries  held  April  2f,    19  72  and 
approved  by  the  Administrator  of  EPA  June  9,  1972. 

Page  47,  typographical  error,  No.  4,  cloud  cover  not  over. 

Page  51,  last  sentence,  what  proposal?   Who  would  be  the 
party  of  acceptance  or  nonacceptance? 

Pages  51  and  52,  last  sentence  on  page  51,  how  could 

the  lands  revert  to  their  former  status  because  of 
critical  environmental  impact  statement  and  still  be 
offered  for  sale  or  use  under  other  applicable  public 
land  laws? 

Page  54,  line  one,  define  ready  access.   Also,  second  line  from 
the  bottom,  fourth  word  should  be  of  not  or.   Second 
full  paragraph,  add  BLM  to  clarify  the  disposal  authority 
agency.   Also,  land  exchange  or  transfer  to  government 
entity  or  non-profit  organization  is  not  the  intent  of 
Congress  under  P.L.  86-4'33. 
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Page  55,  first-  full  paragraph,  add  uncontrolled  development, 
etc . 

Page  56,  fourth  line,  provide  limited  access. 

Page  59,  second  paragraph,  fourth  line,  change  cow  to 
head  and  on  the  fifth  line  change  cows  to  head. 

Page  60,  last  line,  delete  lizard  because  they  already 
mention  reptiles  and  a  lizard  is  a  reptile. 

Page  63,  second  table,  under  cottontail  chart,  the  meaning 
of  average  is  unclear.   We  assume  the  average  is 
expressed  on  a  per  year  basis.   Delete  1961  because 
of  incomplete  data.   Also,  column  heading  obviously 
not  Hunter  Days.   Second  line  from  the  bottom,  does 
0.5  of  5%  mean  from  0.5%  to  5%? 

Page  64,  first  table  heading,  should  read  five-year  total 

on  the  last  line,  second  table  under  waterfowl,  should 
be  total  and  underneath  it  should  be  average  per  year. 
Do  the  averages  in  the  two  tables  include  only  Clark 
County  or  the  State  of  Nevada?   The  material  within 
the  years  1966-1967  which  are  represented  by  incomplete 
data  should  be  omitted,-  third  table,  last  line  should 
be  average  per  year. 

Page  65,  the  impact  and  statistics  of  the  fishing  and 

hunting  actions  and  activities  on  the  Arizona  lands 
adjacent  to  the  land  under  consideration  should  be 
included. 

Page  66,  first  sentence,  last  paragraph,  be  specific, 
enumerate  special  areas. 

Page  69,  second  paragraph,  the  sand  and  gravel . guarry  is 
available  to  supply . construction  materials  to  all 
lands  in  Nevada. 

Page  70,  sixth  line  from  the  bottom,  change  southeast  to 
northeast. 

Page  71,  second  full  paragraph,  the  description  of  the 
generating  plant  could  be  more  factual  and  less 
emotional,  fifth  line  from  the  bottom,  Board  of 
County  Commissioners  is  seven  men,  not  five. 

Page  72,  third  line  from  the  bottom,  strike  out  presently 
and  add  would  in  the  future  manage,  etc. 
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Page  73,  third  line  from  tne  top,  this  section  fails  to 
mention  the  role  of  the  CRC  in  resource  management 
of  the  area, 

Page  75,  last  sentence  in  first  paragraph,  existing 
0  economic  and  financial  problems  should  be  described 

which  have  resulted  in  sales  being  slow. 

Page  78,  second  paragraphs  the  employees  of  the  Southern 

California  Edison  Plsint  are  not  included  in  tne     :: 
Current  Us"e  Profile,  last  two  sentences  in  the  first 

#  full  paragraph,  this  statement  is  misleading  and 

future  development  rftay  prove  it  completely  in  error. 
This  is  an  item  that  should  be  considered  more 
completely  as  an  environmental  and  economic  impadt. 

Page  88,  the  report  has  again  neglected  the  use  pressure 

#  relating  to  resident  employees  of  Southern  California 

Edison  Company  and  the  gaming  industry. 

Page  90,  1990  column  heading,  the  population  in  the  Arizona 
area  should  read  1,771,116. 

#  Page  96  is  not  numbered. 

Page  101,  Wildlife  Analysis,  only  negative  impacts  have  been 
considered.   Development  could  bring  about  positive 
impacts  of  certain  species . 

O  Page  102,  the  impact  of  0.2°F  on  the  long- 'term  fishery  and 

the  non-game  fish  is  unsubstantiated. 

Page  10  3,  first  full  paragraph,  what  is  the  meaning?   Second 
full  paragraph,  this- ignores  the  access  to  the  River 
from  the  proposed  State  Park  area,  and  where  does  the 

#  standard  one  boat  per  acre  come  from? 

Page  104,  Rockhound  Activity,  neglects  the  fact  that  there 

are  tens  of  thousands  of  acres  of  vacant  land  available 
to  the  rockhound. 

Q>        l-.  Page  105,  seven  lines  from  the  bottom,  CRC  has  a  letter  on 

file  dated  July  9,  1965  from  J.  R.  Penny,  State  Director, 
BLM,  with  information  that  Secretary  Udall  on  June  17 
approved  revised  appraisal  of  the  land  based  on  premise 
that  development  below  elevation  510  will  not  be 
restricted  and  that  prohibition  against  construction 

#  using  floatable  materials  will  not  be  imposed. 
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Page  106 ,   wherever  it  speaks  of  Alternative  A,  we  should 
not  forget  that  this  open  space  may,  in  the  future, 
be  used  for  development  according  to  the  Eisner- 
Stewart  plan. 

Page  108 ,  last  sentence  and  Page  109 ,  first  sentence, 

local  and  County  ordinances  should  suffice  and  CRC 
would  stipulate  in  any  contract  for  sale  that  those 
standards  would  be  met. 

Page  110,  last  full  sentence ,  it  is  our  opinion  that  an 
airport  has  an  environmental  impact.   It  is  our 
understanding  that  the  FAA  regulations  require  a 
separate  statement  for  airport  developments. 

Page  113 ,  first  full  paragraph,  under  the  general  heading 
of  water,  the  population  figures  should  be  identified 
as  permanent  or  seasonal.   The  present  water  usage 
in  Las  Vegas  is  0.4  acre-feet  per  year  per  person  for 
all  uses.   The  water  use  figures  fail  to  include  or 
consider  the  reuse  of  effluent  water. 

iPage  118,  first  full  paragraph,  the  assumption  of  temperature 
impacts  to  be  the  same  for  both  Alternative  A  and  B  is 
without  any  substantiation.   By  previous  description  the 
location,  configuration  and  many  other  aspects  of  the 
marina  areas  do. not  support  the  assumption. 
Last  paragraph,  the  entire  paragraph  does  not  add  to 
the  statement.   It  is  presumptive  to  presuppose 
litigation  as  the  only  action  in  matters  that  in 
some  cases  are  already  established  by  law. 

Page  12J2,  first  full  paragraph,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
has  approved  a ^"Master  Plan."  At  this  time,  no 
further  action  Lis  required  of  him  in  any  land  transfer. 
The  latter  part  of  the  paragraph  .includes  suggested 
restrictions  which"  are  not  germane  to  the  subheading 
of  political  and  the  general  heading  of  Environmental 
Impact  of  the  Proposed  Action. 

Page  123,  top  of  page,  Master  Plan  approval  relates  to  two 
entities,  not  three,,   It  is  difficult1  to  understand 
why  the  plan  of  development  must  relate- to  the  Indian 
Reservation  and  developments  in  Mohave  County.   Such 
Relationships  are  not  identified  nor  do  they  seem  to 
be  necessary  except  to  avoid  the  poor  development. 
either  existing  or  proposed.,* 
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Page  125,  last  full  sentence,  the  conclusion  of  an 
additional  300,000  visitor  days  of  use  is  not 

supported  nor  is  it  framed  in  each  of  the 
alternatives. 

Page  128,  first  No.  2,  ignores  residential  need  for  people 
working  in  the  area  in  the  power  plant  and  in  the 

casinos » 

Page  137,  first  paragraph,  Reversionary  Clause  would 

prohibit  necessary  financing  and  in  fact  prohibit 
marketable  title.   From  the  second  paragraph  and 
down,  we  believe  this  discussion  is  not  properly 
cast  in  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Pages  141  and  142,  the  entire  discussion  should  be  clarified 
as  to  which  alternative  the  impacts  are  directed. 
Item  2  is  not  substantiated  by  any  experience  or 
data.   Item  4  indicates  a  maximum  River  temperature 
increase  of  0.2°F»   This  is  estimated  under  the 
condition  of  the  highest  River  temperature.   (See 
page  116) .   Item  7  indicating  an  average  rise  of 
River  temperature  of  0.9°F  is  not  substantiated  by  any 
data  known. 

Page  145,  first  full  paragraph,  next  to  the  last  sentence, 
the  effect  of  temperature  increases  on  fish  of  certain 
species  may  prove  to  be  beneficial. 

Page  146,  first  line,  what  is  the  plan  referenced? 

Page  149,  last  paragraph,  the  existing  vegetation  is  not 
natural  to  the  flood  plain  nor  is  the  setting  now 
existing  a  natural  condition. 

Page  151,  there  is  but  extremely  little  discussion  of 

alternatives  C,  D  and  E  and  their  attendant  environmental 

impacts .  .  ' 

Page  163,  first  line,  should  read  Beaumont  Plan,  there  is  no 
longer  in  existence  an  active  proposal. 

Page  171,  description  of  Mohave  Valley  is  needed  in  the 

first  paragraph.   Middle  paragraph,  does  not  taike  into 
consideration  adverse  impacts  that  are  presently 
occurring  with  no  supervision  or  management  as 
witnessed  on  the  Arizona  side  of  the  River  and  in 
California  below  Needles. 
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Page  172,  second  full  paragraph,  the  conclusion  in  the 

last  sentence  regarding  visual  quality  is  unjustified. 

Page  173,  Alternative  E  is  not  congruent  with  the  intent 

of  the  Public  Law  nor  the  contract  of  sale  amendment. 
Further,  it  is  not  clearly  demonstrated  in  the  statement 
that  the  impacts  of  sale  to  private  interests  would  be 
nearly  the  same  as  those  identified  in  Alternative  A. 

Page  175,  STATE  AGENCIES,  use  full  name,  Colorado  River 
Commission  of  Nevada. 
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UNIVERSITY  OF  NEVADA,  LAS  VEGAS 

Museum  of  Natural  History  .  ^Maryland  Parkway  South 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  891®.; 
Phone:  (702)  739-3381 

February  8,    1973 


Mr.  E.  I.  Rowland 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Nevada  State  Office 

Room  3008  -  Federal  Building 

300  Booth  Street 

Reno ,,  Nevada  89502 

Dear  Mr„  Rowlands  { 

In  response  to  the  copy  of  the  draft  environmental  statement  prepared  on  tbe 
proposed  development  of  land  near  Fort  Mohave,  I  would  like  to  comment  on 
the  archaeological  statement*  page  69.  Although  the  statement  does  mention 
that  the  archaeological  potential  for  this  area  is  high  based  on  occasional 
finds  by  private  individuals  and  petrogiyph  sites  known  to  local  inhabitants 
there  is  no  comment  on  what  this  archaeological  potential  will  need  for  pro-' 
taction,  preservation,  or  salvage  prior  to  development.  According  to  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969,  Public  Law' 91-190  and  Executive 
Order  11593  (1971),  archaeological  survey  and  salvage  must  be  conducted  where 
there  are  significant  archaeological  resources  to  recover  and  record  the 
information  and  data  that  they  contain  prior  to  their  loss.   Since  no  official 
archaeological  survey  of  this  area  has  ever  been  conducted  there  is  no  basis 
to  determine  the  potential  damage  or  destruction  to  sites  related  to  the 
proposed  development  of  these  9,000  acres  of  land  near  Fort  Mohave. 

I  would  strongly  emphasize  that  any  developing  company  undertaking  this  pro- 
ject near  Fort  Mohave  must  comply  with  the  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  the 
Executive  Order  11593.   I  recommend  that  the  B.L.M.  establish  an  environmental 
impact  clause  for  archaeological  resources  in  any  agreement  made  with  a  devel- 
oping company  so  that  protection  and  preservation  of  historic  and  prehistoric 
sites  in  this  area  is  insured  before  the  developers  begin  construction.  An 
archaeological  clearance  statement  from  a  recognized  archaeologist  after  a 
survey  and  salvage  of  the  area  would  be  an  assured  method  of  complying  with 
the  two  laws  mentioned  and  further  protect  our  non-renewable  resources. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Richard  H.  Brooks,  Director 
Southern  Branch 

Nevada  Archaeological  Survey 
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UNIVERSITY  OF  NEVADA,  LAS  VEGAS 

Museium  of  Natural  History  ...,  .,      ,      ,„  >  % 4" 

4624  Maryland  Parkway  South   7  " 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89109 
Phone:  (702)  739-3381 

February   27,    1973 


E.  I.  Rowland 

State  Directors  Nevada 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Nevada  Sttfte  Office 

Room  306$   -  Federal  Building 

300  Booth  Street 

Reno,  Nevada  89502 

Dear  Mr.  Rowland: 

The  proposed  sale  of  the  Fort  Mojave  lands  to  the  State  of  Nevada  for  the 
possibility  of  development  by  residential  and  recreational  projects  should 
exclude  the  shoreline  and  flood  plains  from  residential  development   I 
would  hope  that  the  shorelines  and  flood  plains  that  now  are  managed  by 
^^t1?1^  for  the  people  could  be.  turned  over  to  the  Nevada  State  Park 
System:  for  recreational  development  for  the  peoples  of  this  and  adjacent 
states.  Lake  Mead  National  Recreation  Area  is  heavily  used  and  a  state 
park  in. Fort  Mohave  shoreline  and  flood  plain  regions  of  the  Colorado 
River  would  further  enhance  recreational  facilities  in  Southern  Nevada. 

Perhaps  it  would  be  possible  for  Congress  to  allow  the  Nevada  State  Park 
System  to  acquire  this  land  from  B.L.M.  for  $2.50  an  acre  for  recreational 
use. 


Sincerely  yours , 


<L 


Richard  H.  Brooks,  Director 
Southern  Branch, 

Nevada  Archaeological  Survey 

RHB:sbt 

cc:   Senator  Bible 

Governor  O'Callaghan 


1.96 


MnCu  o\;allaghan 
Governor 
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NEVADA 

STATE3 

PARK 

SYSTEM 

ERIC  R.  CRONKHfTE 
Administrator 

ROOM  221 
NYE.&WLDING 

201  S?  FALL  STREET 
CARSON  CITY 
NEVADA  89701 
702/882-7339 
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February  21,  1973 


Mr.  Edward  I.  Rowland 
State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Reno y  Nevada   89502 

) 
Dear  Ed: 

Subject:   ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT—FORT  MOHAVE  LANDS 

The  State  Park  System  has  reviewed  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  for  the  Fort  Mohave  lands  as  per  your 
request.   In  that  it  is  not  this  agency's  responsibility 
to  recommend  a  policy  for  population  densities  or  overall 
development  of  a  large  area,  we  will  confine  our  remarks 
primarily  to  those  subjects  affecting  the  quality  of 
environment  and  opportunities  for  public  recreation. 

Since  the  Ft.  Mohave  Act.  was  conceived,  it  has  always  been 
the  opinion  of  'the  State  Park  System  that  all  lands  along 
the  river  front  and  flood  plain  should  remain  in  public 
ownership  and  uses  of  those  lands,  be  confined  to  enhancement 
of  the  environment  and  be  oriented  to  outdoor  recreation 
use.   There  are  enough  examples  of  questionable  land  use 
patterns  along  other  stretches  of  the  river  to  indicate  to 
us  that  Nevada  has  the  opportunity  to  better  utilize  a 
natural  shore  line  and  flood  plain  along  its  several  miles 
of  undeveloped  river  front. 

We  also  recommend  that  any  lands  to  be  set  aside  for  public 
recreation  for  a  state  or  local  agency  in  the  study  area, 
be  made  available  under  the  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes 
Act.   There  seems  to  be  no  justification  for  paying  appraised 
price  for  public  recreation  lands,  when  Congress  many  years 
ago,  created  this  act  to  make  land  available  at  $2.50  per 
acre. 

We  'find,  very  little  reference  in  the  environmental  impact 
statement  regarding  density  of  boat  traffic  on  a  very 
limited  river.   Based  on  land  uses,  existing  and  proposed, 
along  the  river,  what  is  the  capacity  of  the  river  to  pro- 
vide a  quality  outdoor  recreation  experience. 
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§  division  of  the  DAp&rtt&ekt  of  Conservation  -and  Natural  Resources 

Elmo  J\  beRiceo,  Director 


February  21,  1973 
Paqe  2 


As  we  stated  in  previous  discussions,  any  development, 
public  or  private,  in  this  area  which  has  been  planned 
from  the  beginning,  should  be  a  model  development  utiliz- 
ing the  best  type  of  technology,  zoning,  construction 
standards,  and  environmental  controls." 

We  hope  you  will  give  consideration  to  the  viewpoints 
which  have  been  expressed  here. 


Sincerely 


rni3M»!Ha«» 


Eric  R.  Cronkhite 
Park  Administrator 

ERC:lk 
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Sis  rj     . 

useum  of  northern  Arizona 


25  January  1973 


Mr.  E.  I.  Rowland 

State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  .. 
Nevada  State  Office 
.Room  3003  -  Federal  Building 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  Nevada   89502 

Dear  Mr.  Rowland: 

In  response  to  your  12  January  request-  for  my  review  of  and 
comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  the  sale 
of  Fort  Mohave  Lands  to  the  State  of  Nevada,  I  visited  the 
area  in  question  on  21  January.   Although  the  aesthetics 
and  air  quality  of  the  valley  there  has  already  been 
degraded  by  the  subdivisions  along  the  river  in  Arizona 
and  the  Mohave  Generating  Station,  the  proposed  development 
of  9000  acres  on  the  Nevada  side  of  the  river  would  greatly 
destroy  the  existing  environment.   The  statement  mentions 
the  loss  of  natural  vegetation  and  wildlife,  but  it  does 
not  discuss  the  effects  of  flash  floods  on  the  development. 
The  road  through  the  area  is  densely  marked  with  signs 
warning  motorists  of  flash  floods. 

At  present,  the  relatively  unspoiled  9000  acres  belongs  to 
all  Americans,  offering  river-side  recreation  and  arid  land 
natural  beauty.   Transfer  of  this  public  domain  to  Nevada 
and  its  subsequent  private  development  through  purchase 
from  the  Colorado  River  Commission  of  Nevada  will  probably 
destroy  the  natural  vegetation,  displace  or  destroy  all  the 
wildlife  there,  and  lock  up  the  recreation  value  in  the 
hands  of  a  few.   This  change  would  not  be  in  the  total 
public  interest.   The  total  public  interest  requires 
Alternative  D  —  No  action. 

Sincerely ,. 

:1c  G.  ,/Walther 
Coordinator  of  Environmental  Studies 

EGW/jp 
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mussum  or  aoow»«v 


THE  UMlVEfstSITY  OF  MICHIGAN 
Araf$  AkpOR»  M£C£H?OAWt  U*.  ®*  A.  ^01 04 

January  2U,  1973 


Mr.    2.    la 

Stat®  Director, 
Federal  Building 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  Hevada  89502 

Dear  Mr«  Rowland; 


1  At  writing  for  information  regarding  %h&  status  of  th©  proposal 
"Fort  Mojave  Disposal"  which  has  been  described,  to  we  as  the  possible 

transfer  of  9000  acres  of  MM  disposal  lands  along  the  lower  Colorado 
liters  levada.  The  area  of  proposed  dispose!  is-  sajd  t©  be  just  north 
of  the  Fort  Mbjave  Indian  Reservation  in  'aefethsrn  Clark  County. 

Considering  the  pronounced  modifications  in  our  southwestern  deserts 
that  have  been  brought  about,  directly  or  indirectly,  by  man  in  the?  past 
25  years,  1  air;  concerned  that  yet  additional  loss  of  desert  habitat  may 
take  place. 

Open  spaces  are  decreasing  at  an  alarming  rate  in  the  &&t&  frest.  I 
grew  up  in  southern  California,'  and  travelled  widely  in  the  deserts  of 
California,  Nevada  and  Arizona  during 'the  period  from  19^h   to  19f>0,  and 
have  been  back  to  these  areas  in  recent  years,  so  T  knowA changes  very 
well*  Los  Angeles  smog  even  invaded  Death  T alley  by  the.  summer  of  1971. 
I  understand  that  if  the  9000  acres,  which  include  Fort  Jfojave  Act  lands,, 
are  transferred  to  the  Colorado  River  Commission,  a  large  city  is  likely 
to  develop  in  the  area,  thus  producing  further  degradation  of  environ- 
mental values. 

This  area  also  lies  within  the  ransre  of  two  endangered  species,  the 
desert  tortoise  and  the  Gila  monster,  which  are  of  vital  interest  to  the 
members  of  the  Society  I  represent,  and  to  many  people  who  have  come  to 
realise  that  we  have  the  responsibility  to  keep  other  species  than  our 
own  alive. 

If  the  information  given  me  is  correct  I  wish  strongly  to  urge  that 
you  not  dispose  of  these  lands  but  retain  them  under  ELK  control* 


Robert"'  R„  MXler  { 
Chairman,  Committee  on  JSnviron- 
.  mental  Quality,  American  Society 
of  Ichthyologists  and  Herpstolo^ists 
Professes*  of  Zoology 


RRMsmbp 


200 


The  Nevada  State  Museum 

CARSON  CiTY,  NEVADA    89701 


J.   W.  CALHOUN 

Director 


February  6,  1973 


Mr.  E.  A.  Rowland,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Room  3008,  Federal  Building 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  Nevada    89502 

Dear  Mr.  Rowland: 

Thank  you  for  the  Environmental  Statement 
sale  of  Fort  Mohave  Lands  to  Nevada. 


Thomas  C.  Wilson 
Chairman 

Clayton  D.  Phillips 
Vice  Chairman 

Harold  J.  Bergek 
Secretary-Treasurer 

Norman  D.  Brown 
Member 

Florence  L.  Cahlan 
Member 

William  M.  Donovan 
Member 

Thomas  H.  Gai.laohee 

Member 

William  Peccolb 
Member 


ztW- 


concerning  the 


I  referred  the  draft  to  our  Curators  of  Anthropology  and 
Biology  for  review.    The  comments  by  Mr.  Tuohy  and  Mr. 
Herlan  are  enclosed. 


Sincerely, 


James  W.  Calhoun 
Director 

Enclosures 


JWC/blm 
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The  Nevada  State  Museum 


CARSON  CITY,  NEVADA     89701 


J.  W.  Calhoun 
Director 


DATE; 
TO: 

FROM: 


Thomas  C.  Wilson 
Chairman 

Cs.avton  I).  PHILLIPS 
Vice  Chairman 

Harold  J.  Bergm 
Secretary -Treasurer 

Norman  D.  Beowv 
Member 

Florence  L.  Cahlan 

Member 

William  M.  Donovan 
Member 

Thomas  H.  GaIlaGheR,  D  D  ! 
Member 

William  PeccolE 
Member 


FEBRUARY  5,  1973 

JAMES  W.  CALHOUN,  DIRECTOR,  NEVADA  STATE  MUSEUM 

PETER  J.  HERLAN,  CURATOR  OF  BIOLOGY,  NEVADA  STATE  MUSEUM 


SUBJECT:  REVIEW  OF  PROPOSED  SALE  OF  FORT  MOJAVE  LANDS 


I  have  necently  read  the  "Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  the  Sale  of  Fort 
Mojave  Lands  to  the  State  of  Nevada*',  as  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement.  1  wonder  why  it  was  necessary  to  go  to  the  trouble  ^hd  expense  tc 
prepare  this  draft.  Already  6,000  acres  of  this  land  have  been  disposed  of 
to  various  parties.  The  remaining  9,000  acres  are  as  good  as  sold  to  the 
State  of  Nevada, 

The  impact  of  the  proposed  development  of  these  lands  by  the  State  of  Nevada 
and  private  developers  will  of  course  be  disastrous  to  the  flo'ra  and  fauna. 
Here  along  the  flood  plain  and  adjacent  alluvial  fans  is  the  cMy  area  where 
the  biota  of  the  Sonoran  Deserts  exists  in  the  State  of  Nevada1. 

Somewhere  along  the  line  in  the  planning  between  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
and  state  agencies  this  fact  was  seemingly  relegated  to  "status  unimportant" 
when  weighed  against  the  future  commercial  benefits  to  Clark  County  from  the 
sale  of  these  lands. 

it  is  much  too  late  now  to  do  anything  but  wonder  why  this  land  was  not  in- 
corporated in  its  entirety  into  the  existing  Lake  Mead  National  Recreational 
Area  where  it  could  have  been  protected  and  developed  in  an  orderly  manner  that 
would  have  assured  recreational  areas  for  man  and  a  protected  environment  for 
bird,  beastj^&ad  plant  life. 


Petw  J.  Her^n/ Curator  of  Biology 
PJH/pac 
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Th 
III 


W.  GkUiotnr 
Director 


Nevada  State  Museum 

casson  carry,  Nevada  mim 

January  15 ,  1972 


To:  Kr.  J  awes  Calhoun,  Director,  Nevada  State  Museum 


tfsmm  C.  •;:' '    - 

Cu«o»  D.  PasAJwi 

Vtea-  Cheirmm 

JI&EOUt  J.  Bisassa 
Sacrt&Try-TnmtHir 

Koimam  D.  B*ew» 
Mtmbar 

FL0SSHC3  L.  CABLAD 
Utmbtt 

WtUi&M  M.  Dohovak 
Sftmovr 

Tebmas  H.  GAiiAOsa,  D.D.i 
WOXMM  Prams 


From j  Don  Tuohy,  Curator  of  Anthropology,  Nevada  Stat©  Museum 
Subject:  Bevi-sw  of  proposed  sale  of  ft.  Mohave  lands9 


The  BoL.Mo'a  proposal  to  transfer  certain '  public  lands  to  the  State 
of  Nevada  lacks  any  statement  about  the  archaeological  values »  Sine a 
three  bl&ak  page®  are  set  ®side  with  "Archaeology"  as  the  heading,  I 
presume  something  is  to  be  said  ©bout  that  non-renewable  resource*  Mu«£ 
of  the  recent  research  work  in  the  vicinity  of  the  lands  in  question 
ha©  been  done  by  Dr.  idchard  Brooks  at  the  University  of  Nevada,  *." 
Vegas*  I  doubt  that  he  has  sur  ?yed  the  acreage  in  question,  and  if 
ha®  not s  I  would  recommend  a.   mediate  archaeological  survey  of  the 
acreage  to  be  transferred  t   ;he  State,  The  cost  of  cue'::  a  survey  should 
be  bourne  by  industrial,' residential,  sud  recreational  developers.  The 
archaeological  survey  should  ue  execute i   well  ir.  advance  of  amy  new 
construction,  Since  Dr.  brooks  has  had  considerable  previous  experience 
in  that  ©re®,  and  since  he  is  the  only  qualified  person  in  southern 
Nevada  with  first  hand  field  experience  and  academic  qualification® 
necessary,  I  would  reeoouaead  that  he  sake  a  preliminary  archaeologies! 
field  reconnaissance  necessary  to  write  the,,Archaeology"settion  of  th© 
Impact  Statement.  Dr.  Brooks,  as  you  know,  represents  the  Southern 
Branch  of  the  Nevada  Archaeological  8'irvey,  an  instrument  and  working 
agreement  between  tne  Nevada  State  Museum  and  the  University  of  Nevada 
System*  The  Survey  Office  provides  professionally  qualified  personnel 
and  data, at  cost,  to  agencies  requiring  an  archaeological  input  ."iv,.-- 
their  planning  efforts* 


c,C:  Dr.  Richard  Brooks 


MIKE  OXALLAGHAN 
Governor 


STATE  OF  NEVADA 

Commission  of  Environmental  Protection 

Roonj    J  31.  NVE  Bun-biNtS    •   Telephone  882-7870 

CARSON   CITY.  NEVADA       S970? 


March  14,    1973 


Cd>  v. 


4i  >, 


COMMISSION 

CHAIRMAN 

ELMO  S.  DfeftlCCO 

Director 

Department  of  Conservation 

and  Natural  Resources 

VICF  CHAIRMAN 
ROLAND  WESTERGARD 

Slate  Engineer 
Division  of  Water  Resources 

SECRETARY — CONTROL  OFFICER 

ERNEST  GREGORY 

Chief 

Bureau  of  Environmental  Health 

FRANK  W.  GROVES 
Director 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

WILLIAM  HANCOCK 
Secretary-Manager 

Slate  Planning  Board 

Tom  Ballow 

Director 
Department  of  Agriculture 

GRANT  BASTIAN 
Slate  Highway  Engineer 

Department  of  Highways 

GEORGE  ZAPPETHN5 

State  Forester 

Division  of  Forestry 

THOMAS  WILSON 

Coordinator 

State  Comprehensive 

Heslth  Plaarier 


Mr.  Edward  I.  Rowland 
State  Director 
Bureau  ox  Land  Management 
300  Booth  Street 

Reno,  Nevada  89502 


Re;   Bureau  of  Land  Management's  "Draft 

Environmental  Statement  for  the  Sale 
of  Fort  Mohave  Lands  to  the  State 
of  Nevada 


Dear  Ed: 


After  reviewing  the  abovementioned  draft 
environmental  statement,  the  Governor's  Environmental 
Council  made  the  following  recommendations : 

1.  That  we  would  be  in  favor  of  a  less  intensive 
development  alternative,  as  expressed  in 

Alternative  A,  in  order  that  the  minimum 
adverse  effect  on  air  and  water  pollution 

would  be  encountered. 

2.  The  flood  plain  (elevations  below  510  feet) 
should  be  retained  by  the  Colorado  River 
Commission  and  not  sold  for  commercial 
development,  regardless  of  which  development; 
plan  is  adopted. 

3.  More  detail  on  potential  air  pollution 
control  problems  should  be  developed  prior 
to  approval  of  the  project. 

4.  The  impact  of  the  project  on  the  Southern 
Nevada  transportation  net  should  be  developed 
fully  prior  to  approval  of  the  project. 

We  hope  you  will  give  consideration  to  the 
recommendations  which  have  been  expressed  here. 


Very  truly  yours, 

Elmo  J .  DeRi 
Chairman 


j  . 


CLARK  COUNTY  COURTHOUSE 
LAS  VEGAS,  NEVADA 


Mr.   E.  I.  Rowland 
State  Director,  Nevada 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Room  3008- Federal  Building 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  Nevada  89502 

Dear  Mr.  Rowland: 

Attached  is  a  letter  from  Mr.  Jay  Downey,  Director  of  Clark 
County  Planning  Department,  which  presents  Clark  County* s 
comments  pertaining  to  the  draft  environmental  statement 
prepared  on  the  proposed  development  of  9,  000  acrefe  of  land 
near  Fort  Mohave. 


COMMISSIONERS 

MYRON  E.  IsAVITT 
CHAIRMAN 

JACK  R,  PETITTI 
VTCE-CH  AIRMAN 

ROBERT  N.  BROADBENT 
R.  J.  "DICK"  RONZONE 
JAMES  G.  RYAN 
TOM  W1ESNER 
AARQN  WIUIAMS 


DAVID  B.  HENRY 
COUNTY  ADMINISTRATOR 
Phone i  386-401 1 


February  13,   1973 


/} 


4/1 


Sincerely, 


DAVID  B.  HENRY 
County  Administrator 

DBH/JHM/dt 

Enc. 
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DECEIVED 


CLARK    bdiMrS    PLANNING    COMMISSION 

COXU&RK,  COUNTY    COURTHOUSE   ANNEX  . 

A  n  *  t ,  .  .    ^  '  ^  '    '  E.  J.   DOWNEY 

TELEPHONE  A  D  frf    ,\ /  O  Tq  d.RECTOR      , 

386-4011  f°''l.HTOf?  ■' 

January  29,  1973 


TO:    DAVID  B.  HENRY,  County  Administrator 

SUBJECT:    FORT  MOHAVE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 

This  Department  would  agree  with  the  Eisner -Stewart  Plan  of  Development 
of  the  Fort  Mohave  area . 

The  remaining  9, 000  acres  should  include  both  water-Oriented  and  park- 
oriented  residential  areas  of  low  density. 

A  limited  amount  of  commercial,  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  permanent 
and  temporary  residences,  should  be  allowed  only  as  the  need  is  required. 

Development  should  be  by  the  developer  of  the  total  project  and  not  as  a 
lot  sale  for  future  development. 

Sale  should  be  by  block  for  the  entire  area  and  not  a  piecemeal  sale  to 
individual  developers . 

The  Draft  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  of  the  Environmental  Statement 
for  the  sale  of  the  Fort  Mohave  lands,  depicts 'the  facts  as  reviewed  by  this 
office  and  reflects  the  impact,  effects,  and  adverse  concern  in  the  develop- 
ment of  the  area  without  proper  comprehensive  planning. 


EJD:Ib 


LOCATION: 
MAILING    AOOteSS:  206  400L.V.SCVO.SO, 

2GO   East  Carson    Avenue  4th|   St    eNTrAnce 

LAS    VEGAS,    NEVADA    89101 


CSTY  OF  NEEDLES 

P.  O.  BOX  887 
PHONE  7!4  /  326   2  i  13 


March  1,  1973 


Nevada  State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P,  0,  Bos  3008  ";  •  •'•         •-■■•" 

Reno,  Nevada  89582 

Dear  Sir: 

The  City  of  Needles  would  like  to  submit  the  following 
comments  relative  to  your  "Draft  Environmental  Statement 
for  the  Sale  of  Fort  Mohave  Lands  to  the^  State  of  Nevada." 

We  have  reviewed  the  comments  and  recomniendations  relative 
to  your  study  which  was  submitted  by  Mr.  Lee  Perry  and 
Mr.  William  Claypool  III  on  February  20,  1973.  We  concur 

completely  with  the  comments  and' recommendations  made  in 

that  letter. 

The  City  of  Needles  feels  that  its  two'  greatest  assets 
are  the  Colorado  River  on  its  eastern  boundary,  and  the 
wide  expanse  of  relatively  undisturbed  desert  land  on  .its 
western  flank.  We  are  determined  that  these  assets  will 
not  be  permitted  to  degenerate  from  their  present  state. 
At  the  same  time,  we  recognize  that  there  will  be  tremendous 
people  pressure  on  these  two  assets.  ,  Pressures  which  must 
be  controlled,  for  the  pressures  will  be  too  .great  to 
completely  confine.  We  feel  that  these  pressures  can  best 
be  controlled  by  providing  orderly  development  and  necessary 
facilities  at  locations  which  have  already  experienced  the 
scars  of  civilization.   This  position  seems  to  be  consistent 
with  all  preliminary  studies  on  the  California  desert  which 
have  been  made  by  the  Bureau 


of  Land.  Management. 


The  area  proposed  for  sale  to  the  State  of  Nevada,  like  the 
area  immediately  surrounding  Needles,  is  one  of  the  areas 

which  fit  into  the  category  for  development.  We  therefore 
believe  .that  its  orderly  development  will  be  in  the  best 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Page  2.  March  1,  1^73 


interest  of  the  City  of  Needles  and  the  United  States. 
We  further  feel  that  the  State  of  Nevada  through  its  Colo- 
rado River  Commission  with  the  advice  and  approval  p'f  the 
Clark  County  Planning  Commission  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  are  in  the  best  position  to  provide  the 
orderly  development  of  the  area.  For  that  reason  the 
City  of  Needles  urges  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  tb 
comply  with  the  legislative  mandate  to  sell  the  Fort 
Mohave  lands  to  the  State  of  Nevada. 

Sincerely, 

CITY  OF  NEEDLES 


Wa^iie  H.   Hoereth 
City  Manager 


WHH/bt 


cc:   Colorado  River  Commission  of  Nevada 
Congressman  Jerry  Pettis 
Supervisor  James  Mayfield 
Mr.  Lee  Perry 
Mr.  William  Claypool  III 
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NEVADA  OPEN  SPACES  COUNCIL,  INC. 


p.  o.  box  smim. 

LAS  VEGAS,  NEVADA  891 4 f 
March  1,  1973    JT~~^ 

// 
State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land'  Mana^gaoeat  ^ 

Room  3008,  flsderal  Building  ';'/'"'>: 

300  Booth  Street 
Bafio,  ffeva&a    8950S 

Be:     Port  Mofeave  Impact  Statement  Draft 
of  Beceaber  2TJ,  1972 

Sacleeed  is  our  follow-up  eosraeats  regarding  the  eublect  »wii>r»i 
mental  impjct  MM,    Stece  I  m.  out  of  tot.  at  the  ??me  of  £e  Feb™ °£th 
tewiag,  It  «u  ag^gd  that  I  would  submit  aore  detailed  comment,  it  thiHiL. 

a.-    *  *w«M  lite  to  ask  a  questloa  tlsroijgh  your  office;     Does  the 

S  2S  °f  **  S*!*^ '  UUd«r  tfe'a  Urm  of  *»  *■«**  contract  *ith  the  State 

JLJ^iETS  ?°.  ?!  *Ct  °f  April  *'  1960'  tove  *ufflcieat  latitude  to       * 
take  nay  action,  vhlch  as  deem  secessary  in  the  sale  of  all  or  a  portion  of  the 
9p000  mm®  of  land  to  the  Colorado  River  Commission,  or  to  other  State  of  Nevada 
public  agencies,  under  the  terms  of  other  federal  acts  or  regulations? 

We  would  appreciate  a  reply  to  this  question  from  your  office 
or  other  appropriate  officials. 


Carl  J»  Shaw, 

?ice  Rreeident  -  Urban  Affairs 
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NEVADA  OPEN  SPACES  COUNCIL,  INC 


2 
P.  O.  BOX  SBS4 

LAS  VEGAS,  NEVADA  89100- 

March  1,  1973 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  land  Management 

Room  3008,  Federal  Building 

300  Booth  Street 

Reno,,  Nevada  89502 

Additional  Comments  on  the  December  27;  1972  Draft 

of  Fort  Mohave  Impact  Statement  by  the  NEVADA  OPEN 

SPACES  COUNCIL 

We  of  the  Nevada  Open  Spaces  Council  were  p."  eased  with  the 
conscientious  job  done  by  the  task  force  in  preparing  the  B.L.M.  Environmental 
Statement.   We  regret,  however,  that  funds  and  time  were  apparently  not  available 
to  perform  more  field  investigations.  We  would' like,  to  know  more  about  the 
impact  of  existing  developments  on  the  Arizona  side  of  the  Colorado  River  (water 
supply,  sewage,  etc.);  and  the  existing  impact  and  problems  associated  with  the 
developments  on  the  Nevada  side  such  as  Rio  Alta  Vista,  and  the  Mohave  Power 
Plant.  Also,  we  believe  the  water  rights  problem  at  Lake  Havasu  and  other 
developments  south  of  Parker  Dam  would  be  of  interest.  There  are  lessons  to  be 
learned  from  these  existing  community  and  industrial  developments. 

Furthermore,  we  had  hoped  that  funds  would  have  been  available 
for  more  soils  and  water  investigations  of  the  transfer  area.  At  the  March,  1971 
Colorado  River  Commission  hearing  I  questioned  the  suitability  of  placing  struc- 
tures on  the  Fort  Mohave  flood  plain  lands  when  several  feet  of  fill  would  be 
required  to  raise  the  finish  grade  up  to  the  510  foot  elevation.  This  type  of 
soil  information  was  apparently  not  available  to  you.  The  impact  of  the  river 
fluctuation  was  also  mentioned  at  the  1971  hearing  in  relation  to  the  stabiliza- 
tion (erosion  problems)  of  soils  on  marina  and  canal  banks.  Also,  in  March  of 
1971,  I  mentioned  the  problem  of  determining  the  source  of  water  from  wells,  say, 
500  feet  from  the  river  bank.  Would  such  water  be  coming  from  the  Colorado  River? 
This  determination  is  vital  in  helping  resolve  the  Nevada  water  allocation  problem 
in  relation  to  the  size  of  any  development. 

As  set  forth  in  our  February  15th  statement,  the  establishment 
of  effective  and  comprehensive  overall: planning  by  both  public  and  private  entities 
is  required  in  the  development  of  the  Fort  Mohave  lands.  For  example,  on  pages 
13  and  110  and  on  map  Ho.  6,  of  your  statement,  the  proposed  Fort  Mohave  Indian 

Reservation  land  development  is  briefly  explained.  What  is  done  on  these  Indian 
lands  should  certainly  have  a  bearing  on  what  development  is  done  on  the  proposed 
9,000  acre,  transfer  area.  As  your  statement  points  out,  the  roads,  airport, 
and  like  facilities  require  coordination  between  these  two  proposed  developments. 
Apparently,  sinee-'-only  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  any  jurisdiction  over 
the  Indian  Lands,  the  Secretary  cannot  very  well  make' an  outright  sale  of  the 
transfer  area  without  some  regard  as  to  what  is  done  on  other  nearby  lands.  This 
Colorado  River  land  situation  is  so  involved  that  it  will  take  the  best  efforts 
of  Federal,  State  and  local  public  and  private  entities  to  do  a  comprehensive 
planning  job.  >.   ' 
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I  am  sure  your  .people  realize  the  nature  of  this  broad  complex 
overall  planning  problem.   In  fact,  many  members  of  our  Council,  myself  in  par- 
ticular,  was  very  pleased  with  your  planning  recommendations  starting  oa  page  121 
of  the  statement.  We  wholebeartily  support  these  recommendations  and  suggest 
even  more  explicit  detail  procedures,  TMs  seems  to  be  necessary  because , 'in 
our  opinion,  the  Colorado  River  Commission  in  the  past  has  not  taken  much  leader- 
ship sad  responsibility  in  the  field- of  adequate  planning.  As  ah  example,  we 
call  your  attention  to  the  original, &£ter*plan  which  the  Colorado  River  Commis- 
sion submitted  to  the  Secretary  in,  or  about,  I966,  and  this,  unfortunately,  was 
apparently  approved  by  the  Secretary. 

As  explained  on  page  39  of  your  statement,  if  you  ihclude  Colorado 
River  Commission  water  contract  options,  then  the  Colorado  River  Commission  has 
water  committments  of  410,9^9  acre  feet.  This  is  110,949  acre  feet  in  excess  of 
the  State  of  Jfevada  allocation.  We  believe  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
has  a  right  to  know  exactly  where  the  Colorado  River  Commission  expects  to  obtain 
this  additional  water  for  any  development  before  proceeding  with  sale  of  the 
transfer  area.  Is  it  going  to  come  fr< m  wells  next  to  the  river  (which  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  will  question),  or  is  the  Colorado  River  Commission  assuming 
that  many  of  the  existing  options  will  be  cancelled? 

It  was  also  noted  in  several  places  of  the  report  that  the  major 
interest  of  people  along  the  Colorado  River  was  for  recreational  use.  For 
example,  the  University  of  California  Research  Institute  study  disclosed  that 
only  1$  of  the  people  contacted  were  seeking  property  to  buy.  Also,  only  8$  of 
the  lake  Havasu  lots  have  been  built  upon.   Considering  this  information,  it 
would  be  foolish,  indeed,  to  ever  again  consider  your  Alternate  B  proposal. which 
was  the  old  Beaumont  plan  with. a  huge' residential  development  covering  5,800 
acres  of  land  and  only  50  acres  devoted  to  public  recreation.  In  the  light  of 
current  trends  of  retirement  people  seeking  warm  climates  and  living  in  mobile 
homes  and  travel  trailers  even  the  Alternate  A  plan  would  require  considerable 
modification.  We  now  believe  that  the  flood  plain  lands  should  remain  in  public 
ownership,  probably  under  state  jurisdiction.  These  lands  could  be  set  aside  as 
a  state  park  and  developed  to  accomodate  the  highly  mobile  recreation  people  "on 
the  move".  The  development  of  a  marina  on  the  flood  plain  with  connecting  canaj.r 
through  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation'  levee  into  the  river  with  its  extreme  water 
level  fluctuation  would  be  a  highly  questionable  design  and  construction  problem. 

As  stated  above,  we  believe  the  best  use  of  this  land,  involves  both 
public  and  private  participation,  on  all  government  levels.  We  recommend  some 
combination  of  Alternate  C  for  the  flood  plain  lands  and  a  possible  modified 
Alternate  A  for  the  upland  area.  Over  the  years  with  some  careful  coordinated 
planning,  I  can  envision  a  very  attractive  recreational  development  on  these 
lands  with  a  satellite  supporting  private  development  on  the  upland  area.  Herein 
lies  an  opportunity  to  do  an  outstanding  job  in  the  field  of  outdoor  public  and 
private  recreational  planning  and  development. 


(V^JJ^ 


Carl  I.  Shaw,  ■ 

Vice   President    -  Urban  Affairs 
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Southern  California  Edison  Company 

p.  o.  box  eoo 

8344  WALNUT  GROVE  AVENUE 
ROSEMEAD,  CALIFORNIA  91770 

February  22,  1973 


TELEP 


iPHONE 
213-872-2796 


Mr.  E.  I.  Rowland 

United  States  Dept.  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Nevada  State  Office 

Room  3008 ,  Federal  Building 

300  Booth  Street 

Reno,  Nevada  89502 

Dear  Mr .  Rowland : 

Subject;   Draft  Environmc.  J  Statement  for  the  Sale  of 
Fort  Mohave  Land  to  the  State  of  Nevada 


Please  refer  to  your  letter  dated  January  12,  1973, 
Reference  No.  1792  (N-911.2),  which  transmitted  a  draft  of 
an  Environment  Statement  for  the  Sale  of  Fort  Mohave  Land 
to  the  State  of  Nevada.   There  appear  to  be  many  subjective 
comments  in  the  Environment  Statement  which  may  be  inaccurate. 
We  have,  therefore,  taken  the  liberty  to  propose  wording  which 
makes  the  statements  less  subjective  and  hopefully  havxng  a 
more  factual  basis.  • 

1.  Last  sentence  of  Page  47  of  the  draft;   Here  the  report 
states  that  there  are  air  quality  problems  in  the  regibn 
and  implicates  the  Mohave  Generating  Station.   It  should 
be  revised  to  read,  "The  air  probably  does  not  contain  the 
amount  of  pollutants.  —  the  air  in  the  Las  Vegas  valley, 
even  when  considering  the  present  background  levels  from 
the  Mohave  Generating  Station  and  urban  areas  in  the.  region. 
However,  air  quality  problems  could  develop  with  ground 
level  emissions  associated  with  further  urban  and  recre- 
ational development" . 

2.  Second  sentence,  first  paragraph  of  Page  51;   Southern 
California  Edison  has  submitted  to  Clark  County,  a  plan  for 
compliance  and  to  meet  emission  standards  rather  than  air 
quality  standards.   Therefore,  the  sentence  should  read: 
"Southern  California  Edison  Company  has  submitted  a  plan  to 
install  additional  control  equipment  in  the  Mohave  Generating 
Station,  to  meet  the  new  stringent  emission  standards  of 
Clark  County" . 
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3»   Second  complete  paragraph,  Page  71;   This  paragraph  should 
be  revised  to" read,,  "Tbe  Mohave  Generating  Station  is  the 
s,ingle  most  visible  elenf'ent.   The  overpowering  scale  of 
the  complex,  the  red  and  white  striped  stack,  and  the 
visible  emissions  detract  from  the, natural  beauty  of  the 
area.'  However,  the  visible  emissions  are' expected  to  be 
eliminated  by  modifications  required  to'  comply  with 
regulations ,  so  that  they  should  no  longer  affect  the 
high  visual  quality  of  the  Fort  'Mohave  Lands". 

4*   |SSS  iii.  This  paragraph  indicates  that  the  odor  quality 
is  severely  marred  in  the  vicinity  of  Mohave  Generating 
Station  by  its  operation..   It  should  be  revised  to  read,  ■■■■  -' 
"The  odor  quality  may  be  affected  occasionally  within 
3  -  5  miles  of  the  Mohave.  Generating  Station  during  upset 
conditions  or  unusual  meteorological,  conditions.   However, 
modifications  required  to  reduce  emissions  at  the  plant 
should  diminish  any  impact  of  these  occasional  effects" . 

5»   Top  of  Pages  149  and  167;  The  ambient  air  "quality  standards 
are  not  exceeded  because  of^  emissions  from  the  Mohave 
Generating  Station.   This  should  be  revised  to  read,  "The 
Federal  and  State  ambient  air 'quality  standards  in  the 
air  shed  at  Fort  Mohave  are  .presently  exceeded,  mainly 
from  natural  causes,  such  as < windblown  particulates.   The 
ambient  air  monitoring  program • conducted  by  Southern' 
California  Edison  'Company  indicates  that  the  operation  of 
Mohave  Generating  Station  has  had  little  measurable  effect 
on  air  quality" .   Please  also  note  that  the  Bureau  should 
estimate  the  emissions  produced  by  the  projected  community. 

6.  Page  119;   The  report  indicates  that  emissions  attributable 
to  development  of  the  area  are  unknown.   This  is  true', 
however,  they  can  be  estimated*   The  emissions  from,  motor 
vehicle?,  traveling  to  and  from  ; the  area,  Irrom  Southern 
California  alone,  would  be  significant.  Hence,  it  should. 
be  included  in  the  text. 

7.  Last  sentence  of  Page  44;  The  extent  of  the  air  shed  .does 
not  depend  on  the  factors  listed.   This  should  be  revised 
to  read,  "Apparently  the  extent  of  the?,  air  shed  depends  on 
Meteorological  parameters  and  topography" . 

8.  Throughout  the  text,  reference  is 'made  to  the  Fort  Mohave 
Steam  Generating  Station  (or  slight 'variations  thereof). 
It  should,-  of  course,  be  the  "Mohave  Generating  Station". 
(e.g. -pages  2,  44,  47,  51,  53,  71  and  98) 
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Please  feel  free  to  call  on  me,  should  you  have 
any  questions  concerning  the  above  comments. 

Very  truly  yours, 


7 


</' 
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Telephone  ?©f-a8-2S12 
February  26,    19? 3 
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State  Director 

#  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
U.  S6  Dept.  of  Interior 
300  South  Street 

Reno,  Nevada   89502 

Dear  Sirs 

#  Regarding  the  Hearing  on  the  ''Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  the 
w     Sale  of  Port  Mohage  Lands  to  the  "'State  of  Nevada",,  we  submit,  that  of 

approximately  1*K)  miles  of  Colorado ,  River  shoreline  in  Nevada,  .that 
only  3  3,A  miles  'and  800  acres  are  individually  owned.  Economic  pressure 
on  the  limited  private  land  resources  does  not  enhance  their  use  for 
community 'development  of  homes,  municipal  building,  schools,  parks  etc, 

,  The  6„000  acres  of  the  Fort  Mohave  land  are  extremely  .suitable  for 
extensive  community  develoiment  and  the  "only  area  in  Southern  Nevada 
which  is  suitable  for  serving  the  m'ore  than  1,000  resident  needs  of  a 
new  community  to  accommodate,  just  the  current  employment  force, 

»      We ' feel  the  more  than  9.000  acres  of  Fort  Mohave  and  other  Nevada 
lands,  in  the  event  of  non-transfer,  would  be  subjected  to  a  great 
population  pressure  that  would  endanger  the  natural  resources. 

The  proposed  development  could  occur  at  the  same  time,"  as  environ- 
ment is  upgraded  and  improved,  through  a  resources  inventory  and  develop- 
0  ment,  under  a  comprehensive  plan  and  marketable  title,  resort  to  the 
State  of  Nevada, 

The  economic  implications  of  non-transfer  of  land  would  be  dangerous 
to  the  welfare  of,  not  .only  Southern  Nevada,  but  also,  to  the  Mohave 
Valley  in  Arizona  and  eastern  San  Bernardino  County  of  California,  The 
9  capability  of  the  more  than  9S000  acre  Nevada  Area  which  would  contribute 
to  the  economy  of  the  area,,  far  surpasses  that  of  similiar  areas  in 
neighboring  states. 


Sincerely, 


■'  / 


^Wly^SsV^ 


"/ 

509  Altamira  Road  /-■     »  , 

Las  Vegas,  Nev.   89128  **        ''- 

28  February  1973  ■#«*? 

State  Director  -• 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Room  3008  -  Federal  Building 
300  Booth  Street 

Reno,  Sfevada  89^02 

Bear  Sir, 

*w  *l   hf?  hnJ  Jh^°P;fftrai^  *°  re^-^  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
For  The  Sale  Of  Fort  Mohave  Lands  To  The  State  of  Nevada  and  would  like  to 
submit  the  following  comments  for  consideration  in  the  drafting  of  the  final 
Environmental  Statement.  I 

1.  Wildlife  -  My  interests  being  directed  principally  to  wildlife,  pri- 
marily birds,  I  find  the  those  sections  dealing  with  wildlife  to  be  very  gen- 
eral, lacking  specific  information  and  lacking  definitions  of  terms  used  ' 
What  species  of  mammals  occur  in  the  area,  what  species  of  birds j  which  are 
endangered,  which  species  of  birds  and  mammals  would  be  most  affected  by  each  i 

of  the  alternatives,  which  would  be  least  affected  and  why,  and  is  this"  impact 
desirable?  What  constitutes  slight  or  moderate  impact?  The  following  species 
of  rare  and/or  endangered  birds  are  known  to  occur  in  the  area:  Brown  Pelican, 
Golden  Eagle,  Bald  Eagle,  Osprey,  Frairie  Falcon  and  Peregrine  Falcon.  The 
Yuma  Clapper  Rail  probably  occurs  in  the  area.  What  will  be  the  impact  of  the 
various  alternatives  on  these  rare  and/or  endangered  species?  I 

■2.  Residential  and  recreational  use  -  Eleven  home  development  areas  are 
already  located  within  the  impact  area.  Of  these,  figures  available  for  at 
least  seven  indicate  that  less  than  one -half  the  lots  available  are  occupied. 
It  is  assumed  that  the  remaining  four • subdivisions  do  not  enjoy  a  greater 
level  of  occupancy.  Lake  Havasu  City,  though  outside  the  impact  area,  is  used  * 

as  an  example.  After  several  years  of  sales  promotion  by  a  nationwide  company 
(McCulloch  Corporation  through  Holly  Development  Casspany)  less  than  ten  per- 
cent of  a  planned  population  of  5£,000  actually  occupies  the  city.  Would  it 
not  be  better  to  allow  these  subdivisions  already  in  existence  to  develop  more 
fully  and  evaluate  the  changes  in  the  impact  area  influenced  by  the  subdivisions 
before  opening  more  lands  to  such  development?  If  such  a  development  plan  is  ^ 

adopted,  then  the  provision  for  a  plan  to  compliment  existing  river  resources 
as  suggested  on  page  1 22  should  be  demanded  with  some  prior  indication  as  to 
the  party  or  parties  responsible  for  making  the  development  plan  prior  to  land 
transfer. 

It  is  noted  on  page  65  that  89$  of  the  1£2  miles  of  Colorado  River  which  * 

border  Nevada  are  within  the  Lake  Mead  National  Recreation  irea.  What  is  not 
noted  is  the  limited  access  to  shoreline  by  the  available  road  network.  This 
limited  access  by  road  concentrates  the  visitor  use  for  those  without  boats 
into  very  limited  areas  creating  extreme  congestion  during  heavy  seasonal  use. 
This  results  in  a  lower  quality  recreational  experience  for  those  with  no  boats. 
Indeed,  residents  of  Clark  County  often  find  that  there  is  simply  no  place  for  ' 

them  to  piCnic  within  the  Lake  Mead  area.  Most  of  the  facilities  are  boating 
oriented.  This  results  in  a  limited  opportunity  for  the  non -boater  to  enjoy 
the  lake  and  residents  must  compete  with  vacationers  from  other  areas  for  the 
limited  number  of  picnic  areas  available. 
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Road  access  to  those  waters  of  the  recreation  area  below  Hoover  Dam  is 
even  more  limited  than  to  the  waters  above  the  dam„  Again,  most  facilities 
are  boating  oriented  with  very  limited  facilities  available  to  the  non-boater. 
What  recreation  opportunity  is  to  be  available  to  the  non-boater  who  wishes 
to  be  near  the  water?  Though  Alternatives  A  and  "3  provide  for  public  access 
to  the  water  and  recreation,  in  practice  most  non-residents  are  effectively 
shut  off  from  such  areas  by  the  residents.  This  is  evident  today  in  similar 
areas  on  the  Arisona  side  of  the  Colorado  River. 

It  is  noted  on  page  80  that  one  of  the  two  principal  reasons  for  moving 
to  the  area,  as  indicated  by  residents,  is  "getting  out  of  the  city  conrestion 
and  smog1'.  It  is  also  rioted  that  29  percent  of  the  residents  moved  to  the 
area  to  escape  urban  problems.  Creating  an  additional  community  would  only  , 
bring  to  the  area  the  problems  of  the  city  and  those  problems  attendant  to  the 
urban  community.  This  would  be  a  disservice  to  the  nearly  one-third  of  the 
residents  who  invested  their  money  to  escape  these  very  problems. 

3.  Recommendations  -  It  is  recommended  that  these  lands  be  transfered 
to  that  State  of  Nevada  agency  responsible  for  the  development  and  management 
of  parks  within  the  state.  Being  near  the  problem,  a  state  agency  is  in  a 
better  position  to  plan  for  and  implement  programs  to  meet  the  recreational 
needs  of  the  burgeoning  population  of  Southern  Nevada. 

If  the  lands  cannot  be  transfered  to  the  state,  then  it  is  recommended 
that  Alternative  D  be  adopted.  Alternative  C  would  be  the  third  choice. 
Alternatives  A,  B,  and  E  are  least  desirable. 

This  is  the  last  major  parcel  of  land  along  the  Colorado  River  available 
in  Nevada.  There  is  no  major  state  park  adjacent  to  water  in  the  southern 
section  of  the  state.  This  is  the  last  opportunity  for  the  state, to  create 
a  park  In  this  area  and  meet  the  needs  of  its  populace  for  quality  recreation. 
Does  everv  parcel  of  land  available  on  the  Colorado  River  have  to  be  sub- 
divided? "Where  will  the  projected  800,000  to  1,000,000  people  expected  to 
live  in  Clark  County  in  the  year  2000  go  to  meet  their  recreational  needs?  a 
state  park  on  these  lands  at  some  time  in  the  future  would  help  meet  those 
needs . 

Whatever  plan  is  adopted,  a  more  thorough  environmental  assessment  should 
be  conducted.  The  present  statement  is  too  general  and  leaves  to  many  un- 
answered questions. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  these  comments. 
Sincerely, 


G.  S.  Lawson 

Clark  County  Representative 

Lahontan  Audubon  Society 
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•  Honorary  Life  Members  • 
1965  -  Chas.  S.  Watson,  jr. 


1966  -  George  Keli 
Sparks,  Nevada 

1967  •  ASvin  McLane 
Reno,  Nevada 

1967  •  Anthony  0.  Rosso 
Arvada,  Colorado 

1968  •  Darwin  Lambert 
Luray,  Virginia 

1968  •  Sonia  De  Hart 
Genoa,  Nevada 

1963  -  Sumner  L.  Evans 
Sparks,  Nevada 

1969  -  Gerald  E.  Foreman 
Port  Tobacco,  Maryland 

1970  •  Dr.  Vincent  P.  Gianell; 
Auburn,  California 

1970  *  Harold  A.  Kantrud  ' 
Jamestown,  North  Dakota 

1971  •  LandonJ.  Lockett  III 

Austin,  Texas 

1971  -  Dr.  David  L.  Lyon 

Mt.  Vernon,  Iowa 

•  In  Memoriam  • 

George  Kell 
Sparks,  Nevada 

George  Lund 

Unionviile,  Nevada 

Charles  Rago 

Sparks,  Nevada 


NATIONAL  PUBLIC  LANDS  TASK  FORCE' 

NEVADA  OUTDOOR  RECREATION  ASSOCIATION,  INC. 
.     Sfcbsraasy  IS,  1973 
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sad  exhibits  for  laelus- 
ioa  into  fiaal!  «mix®m- 
aeatal  iapact  statawomt 
opposing  trassfer  of 
9,000  aores  of  BXff  pisblier.    , 
laad»{ba®wm  as§  ta*  Faart 
Moham  traot),  is  Clark. 
■  Gomtjj  Bervadm,  t®  th* 
Goloxad®  liTer  Ceaais8iea« 

Sirs* 

Shis  •osgaaijsatioii  lias  aad®  previous  preseatatioas  to  thte  Las 
'Yagatt  Bistriet  laaager  as  well  as  to  th®  office;  of  tM®s  State? 
BUB  Birecter,,  BEX  Bireatez-  Silo®*  amd  the  Officer  ©f  the: 
Secretary— deliaeatiag  the  aaay  reasons  why  ire  faw  Alte*- 
natiw  1%  that  i»,  reteatiea  ©f  this  9,0OO~aere  tract  is 
pablle  ©waarship?  xm&®%>   th*  stewardship  of  the  Bureau  of  Laad. 


Shis  orgasisatioa  is  deeply  aSaraed  at  the  rapid 
@f  pibli®!y-®w*«i  access  to  th®  lower  Celorad®  liver  aad  th® 
wholesale  tassarmated  giviag  over  of  saoh  publi®  properties, 
especially  those  adiaiaisterod  by  the  'BOX,,  to  msccrapalou®,, 
irrespeasibl*,  ^'oavireameatally  iae^asitif®-  i&ad  epoooltatoaa 
aad  devolopwat  pr©a©ters«  Saoa  activities  has  resulted  ia  the; 
serieas  ewspooaaittaeat  of  Golosad©  -Mim  aatesf  to?'  saoa  a  degree 
that  existiag  cities,  si&eh  as  the  Las  Togas  atfbsa  complex,  ©aa~ 
aoft  possibly  realise'  «k*  water  reserairoes.  aoodod  for-  it®  project- 
ed gr*wth(  1,000, 000  predict®*'  bylth®  yoar  2000)„  ifceeadiag  to 
facto  giwoa  as  by  the?  Saai  Fraaeiso©  of f io*  of  the  EafiKMse&tal 
Protections  Ageaoy,  that  @t®b  if  Las  Togas  could  prob*;  tmt  aad/er 
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somehow  acquire  water  from  eg  far  away  as  Canada ,  there  would  be  sufficient  acre/feet 
available  for  growth  to  a  population  limit  ©f  750jOOO»  The  recommendation  for-  aa 
additional  oity,  of  30»40s,OGO  populatioa  defias  all  logic  and  environmental  guide- 
lines  specified  ia  th©  Rational  Eavirosweatal  Policy  Act  of  1969  and  subsequent 
court  decisions  relating  theapeto.  Such  a  disposals,  as  coatemplated  by  the  Interior 
Departsemt  and  the  Colorado  River  Commission  violates  the  spirit  if  aot  the  letter' 
of  Federal  Court  of  Appeals  Judge  Joan  H*  Pratt  "a  decision  of  November  2,  1972 
(Sierra  Club  versus  William  D*  Ruckleshaus  and  the  Environmental  Proteotioa  Agency) 
which  specified  thai  th®  Federal  government  could  take  m©  action  that  would  result 
in  enviroaaaesrtal  degradation  in  a  region  or  locale  where  th®  air,  water  and  general 
ecology  was  relatively  unpolluted  •*  a©*  d®sp®il®d» 

Ten  years  ago,  this  organization  recommended  th®  retention  of  these  lands  in  order 
t©  eneur«  the  ceatinued  existence  of  its  high  quality  ©pest  space  value*  At" that  time 
18,rec©miaead©d,  these  lands  be  designated  as  an  Open  Space  Reserve*  la-  1967 ,  the 
Director  of  vtfce  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  upon  the.-  recommendation  of  then  Chief  of 
.Recreation  Eld©m  F»  Holmes,  drafted  an  agreement  with  our  organization— which  'has* 
sinoe  come  to  be  known  as  th®  "Joint  Effort"  Agreement— that  those  sites  aad  areata 
identified  in  the  Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation  Resources  lades  &  Survey  would  b*  liable*- 
mented  into  th©  Nevada  BH'a  outdoor  recreation  plaa,miiag{a]ad  later,  such  assurances 
were  extended  by  the:  Nevada  Stat*  Director  to  imclud©  Mama.gesi.emt  Framework  'PlanaiBg. 
in  all  of  Nevada's  7  HUH  District® (including  the  Las  Yegas  District)),  It  was  agreed 
that  all  subsequent  N01A  public  laad  inventories,  fiadiaga,  report*'  and  si—*asye 
would  be  siailarily  iaeorporated,  into  its  plaaaing,  la_^  adjudications  and  Ci-.'.jsif- 
ioatieas  if  their  substance  had  Merita,  The-  National  Park  Service,  in  1967$  «samined 
our  460  sit®  and  area  Index  &■  Survey— aad  judged,  ia  writing,  that  the  substaa©^  ®f 
these  HOHA  public  land  studies  were  "a  aonusental  effort"  in  describing  sueb  publics 
laad  resources  ia  tie  state  of  $*vada«  Sins®  thea,  feae  Natioaal  Park  Service;  hai 
taken  under  advisement (with  the  Ooacurreace  of  th®  geescieaoea  dept9  at  the  tteiWr- 
aity  of  Nevada  at  Las  Vegaaj  the  designation  of  a  portion  of  this  9*000  acre  tract 
as  a  National  Natural  Landmark. « I .because  of  unique  aad  rar®  animals ,  plants  and 
geological  phenomena  studied  by  NORA  on  these  lands.  S©*a«  6f  these  resources  are 
illustrated  in  this  testimony  presentation.  Our  fia&ifiga  include*  five  rar«  and 
endangered  faunal  aueciesCTuaa  qiapper  **!!.  Gila_m^ste:s  ies^rt_tertGi8e,  SSBSUSA 
bat  and  the:  Colorado  liver  awaafigg.  ik  addition*  these  lands  contain,  the  only 
known  occurrence  of  smoke  trees  ia  Nevada,  ua   well  as  the  farthest  north  occurrence 
of  the  species*  Still  further,,  the  Nevada  State-  Museum--  has  informed  us  that  these 
lands  contain  th©  last  publicly  swmed  remnants  ef  th*  lower  Sonoma  .Colorado  River 

— cont  inu©  d—      2 1 9 

^NOTEs  The-  BLi  draft  statement  also ■ recognizes  two  additional  rar®  native  fish  ia- these 
— —  Cslorai*  liver  waters  lying  adjacent  to  th«s®  laadar  the-  weuadfia  &  humpback  sucker. 
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desert  riparian  community  in  the-  state  ©f  Hevada.  Although  no  definitive  biological 
study  has  yet  b®«  mad®  ®f  these  lands,  th»  levada  State  Museum  has  already  reported 
occurrences  ©f  desert  aster,  @c©MXl£,  Buddie. la  utaheasisfmo  commoa  aame  available ) 
aad  "albiae  eaotus"  (lahlyc^tna  ;]ohn«oitt).  Also  outstanding  oh  these  Port  Mohave 
laads  are  giaat  forks  of  fish-hook  barrel  cactus— as  well  as  raaisy  straage  geologic 
formatioas  aad  mvw.  Interviews  with  California  Fish  &  Game-  Dept.  officials  revealed 
sightings  ©f  the-  rare  aad  ©a&angorsd  spotted  bat  ia  these  oaves. 


3«©aua®  of  limitati@as  ia  the- form  of  staff  aid  fusd%  it  was  net  possible  for- 
ties ergaaisatioa  to  photograph  all  of  vfche  above mentioned  resources.  However, 
many  of  those  are  included  ia  this  testimony  record  ia  th*  form  of  color  slides 
—ia  this  way,  the  Interior  Department  is  provided  a  choice  of  opticas  on  how  these 
illustrations  will  appear  in, -the  tost  of  the*  final  environment  impact  statemeat. 
The  only  qualifications  we  mafe®  i®  that  these  illustratiea»(32  in  auaber)  be  shewn 
ia  the*  final  statement  aims®  they  comprise  an  essential  part  of  this  testimoay 

At  this  poia-it,  ooneeraiag  iadiroct '  impact  ©f  this  proposed  traaf  or  of  lands  for 
urban  development,  we  desire  that  this  final  impact  statement  record  show  our 
additional  objections  to  this  unwarranted  additional'  committment  against  the 
waters  of  th»  Colorado  Eiver..„  .namely,  the  certainty  and/or-  increasing  liklihoed 
that  Vkm  urban  ©®»piex  around'  Las  Togas  would'  bo  forced  to  mine;-  waters  ia  th« 
Great  Basin  vital  to  such  rare  and  endangered  species  as  thee  uupfish(4  species  in 
Hevada},  speckled  dago,  Pahruap  killifjsh,  Bahoatan  and  gtjl  catthoat  trout- -Moaaa 
MSt&&  nnd  Pahraaaaat  spikodaaao — all  recognized  aa  rare  and  endangered  species  by 
the  U.S..  Pish  &  Fililif*  Service*  Such  a  likelihood  was  contained  in  a  report  by 
th*  Montgomery  Eaglaaars  in  report  to'  the-  governor -and  the'  legislature  of  Hevada 
in  1966,'  Sewher*  ia  the-  draft  Environment  impact  statement,  released  by  the-  Bovada 
MM  Stat*  Director-  on  December  27,  1972,  haa  it  been  shown  that  the  proposed 
cemm@reia&»reaidemtial  developments  on  those  lands  are  vital  aad  accessary.  Oa  the 
■eoatrary,  they  are  detrimental  eavireaaentaXly,  economically  and  socially— not 
only  for  HejsadajsiSj,  but  all  nsore  of  the  waters  and  lands  alemg  the  lower  Colorado 
river. •••including  the  Heximaa  people. 


Ia  the  latter  regard,  we  have  included  in. this-,  testimony  text  a  c@py  of  a 
account  of  the'  speesh  before  Congress:  by  Jiai*  Seheverria-Alvaros,  President,  of 
Mexico,  concerning  ni  violations  of  the  1944  freaty  that  guaranteed'  that  nation 
1,500,000  acre/fee*  of  Colorado  liver  water.  Hhea  this  question  was  raised  by  this 
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organisation  in  regard  t©  this  proce«dlng(afl  well  as  in  regard  to  public  land  disposal 
to  laad  speculators  and  developers  all  aleag  the  lower  Colorado  River— -is  addition  t® 
impact  well  known  of  th®  pollution  caused  "by  associated  TJSS*  agriculture  near  the 
river)-»a@ae  federal,  state (both  ia  Nevada  and  Arizoaa)  and  vested  iaterest»(B©ta 

agricultural  and  land  developers)  cynically  suggested  that  the  quality  of  th©  water 

reaching  Itaio©  was  not  relevant.,., to  either  th*  1944  TrenJ|y  obligation  taken  on  by 
the  United  States  a@r  t®  the  1969  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  It  has  been 
suggested  that,  eves*  if  that  water  consisted  of  almost  purs  briae,  our  obligations 
have  been  mot.  Such  a  dwpieabie  premise  undermines  th©  integrity  ©f  th©  United 
States;  besmirches  its  national'  honor  in  th®  eyas  of  .the  world;   shows ■■■  us  a  aati®a 
that  will  net  hesitate  to  wantonly  emasculate  its  treaty  ©bligatioas  t©  friendly 
nations;  a»fi  shows  a  crud®  iasoaeitivity  to  the"  eavirowaeiaial  needs  of  the  nation, 
Its  people  amd  fr  ture  generations  yet  unborn.  In  this  regard,  there  ban  be  little 
doubt  that  this  disposal  must  be  rejected  becaus*  of  th©  additional  pollution  and 
environmental  degradation  which  would  result  fr©m  such  massive  Indus  triali-rosidantial 
development  of  this  9^000  acres.cin  terms  ©f  inadequate  sewage  treatment, .noxious .. 
emissions,  dOaecratien  ©f  unique  fauna,  floss  amd  geol©gieal  phenomena,  accelerated 
erosion,'  ®y«ser®  intrusions,  blight,  and  long  term  dimiaishiEg  z°eturas  ©a  required 
taa-suppsrtsa  facilities  and  services ( such  as  schools,  police,  fire  protection, 
roads,   s©wag©  treatment  c®asts(in  this  instance,   it  would  require  expensive"  tertiary 
treatment  t®  prevent  s©wsg@  pollution  of  the  river)),  la  th®  section  Of  this  test- 
imony devoted  to  illustrations,  w©  have  attempted  show  many  of  these  debilitating 
factors  as  «vidsHced  ©m  other  «s#arranted  lasd  speculation  and  deTOlopraemis  taking 
place  ©a  former  publio  lands  along  th®  lower  Colorado  '   ,/er» 

We  hav*  also  soon  fit  to  introduce  into  this  testimony  the-  shortcomings  ©f  a  similar 
diapesal  ©f  ELI'  public?'  lands,  adjacent  to  a  state  bordering  ©a  Nevada,  which  ©an 
provide  us  am  additional  insight  as  t©  the  undesireable  land  us©  pattern  that  could 
very  will  take  place  ©m  this  9,000  acre  tract*  N©  refer  to  the  illustrations  shewing 
Jackpot,  Nevada* •••created  by  th®  disposal  ©f  several  hundred  acr@s  of  small  tracts 
OA  the  Idaho-Nevada  te®T&®r  ar®u»d  I960*  Indeed,  there  is  a  remarkable  similarity  to 
this  proposal  a»d  what  took  place  at  Jackp©t«,,»and  is  excsedisagly  relevant  to  these 
proceedings. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  1961  Act  authorizing  the  transfer,  as  well  as 
the  interstate  compact  which  established  the  present  Arizona-Nevada  boundary 
(along  the  present  Colorado  River  course),  made  it  mandatory  that  this  pro-" 
posed  transfer  be  made-~regardless  of  the  subsequent  uses  that  would  result. 
In  this  same  vein,  certain  state  and  CRC  officials  have  stated  that  the  BLM 
has   no   option   to   retain  these   lands,    as   stated,    in  Alternative   D,    because    of 
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the   3  >6l  Act,    This   we   categorical];'    reject  —  citing   '.he   fact   r.h< 
have   ordered   shutdowns,    no  action  and/cr  modifications   of   programs  '{such  "as" 
the   Highway   Trust  Fund    program)    because    they    conflicted    with   the  'intent 
purposes  and   federal   court    interpretations    of    the   1969  National    EnvircnrU-tal 
Policy  Act,    Siailarily,    we   concur  with   the   contention   of  alternative' £  '  *■'■''' c» 
states    the  BLM  has  no  authority   under  this   1961    Act   to  engage*  in 'direct    ;'*le' 
to  developers—which.,    to   this   organisation,    and    in    the   opinion  of   Ralph   ':■■>  i-r* 
Corporate   Responsibility   Research  Sroup,    the  BLM   would   be    in    serious    cc'rfli'"* 
with  NEiJA  to  merely  fellow   the   CRC  to  become,   intermediaries    in   perpetrating 
subsequent   uses   of   these   public   lands    for   environmentally  debilitating  purpose, 
In  addition,    It   has   come   to  our  attention   that   some  members   of   the   Stewart-  ' 
Eisner   planning   organization  have   correctly  expressed    the  view  that   the 
draft   statement's   use   of   their  outdated   1962   study,    in  Alternative   A.    in 
connection  with  a  19&9  National   Environmental   Policy  Act   proceeding, would   be 
improper,,   We   heartily  &gree--and   hereby   cite   our  objection   to  Alternative   A 
on   the   same  grounds   whereby  we   oppose  Alternative  Be    We   fall   to  see  any   dif- 
ference—or  mitigating   factors   on  an  environmental   basis-- to  allow  partial 
desecration   of  these  lands    In  deference   to  a   total   commitment   in   this   regards 
In  addition,    while   we   concur  with  Alternative  C  emphasis   on  retention  cf 'the 
floodplaln--and    its   unique   riparian   communlty--we   object   to   its  all  owsr.Ci 
for  disposal   of  the  uplands   to  the  west,    thus   impairing  the  vital   ecctone 
relationships   between   the   riparian  and   upland   habitat   areas., 

The  draft  environment  statement  alae  makea  d«©  note  of  the  ©sisteHoe  ©t  »a»er©us 
petroglyphs,  pi©tegmshs|  intaglics ''arid, •'ether  aroheologteal  phenomena—*! 
upriver  and  domrlira?  from  this  Pert  Mahals  EM  tract.  It  suggests  that  tl 
areheologieal  Taia@s  sa?®  both  numerous  fM  8igaifieaat»«»»a»i  states  eategorically 
that  ne  aroheolegieal  survey  was  ©ves  attempted  en  these  lands e  This  alows  is 
just  cause  f»»  s?&j®cti8g  the  disposal  ©f  thee®  lands*  . 

This  ©rganizati©m  hass  included  photographs  in  this  testimony  record  wMoh  ©learly 
challenge  the  draft  statement's  allegations  that  the  Colorado  Elver  adjaessst  and/ 
©r  near  these  laa.dfl-~--3l3.ile  8) swift,  ole&r  asad  st©slted  with  fish,  it  is  a©  longer 
a  natural  river  im  thf/t  it  a©  loager  is  allowed  i©  seepemS  t®  esviMsmatoI  factors 
that  determine  t®im9  depth s  swift»<sess  and  flew  ®f  a  riwp  under  natural  ecological 
conditions?  Suoh  a  ststssent  oaxnet  b®  sad©  i»  th®  fas©  ©f  a  virtual  faWte®  of  the 
state  or  federal  agencies  o®»e«rned  t©  leak®  a  dsfiaitiv©  biologio&l  swvsye  What 
the  statement  should  ha^s  said  was,  that  this  9s>S$0t=©©r©  tract  is  the  ©ssly  substan- 
tial frontage,  in  pwhlie  ©rasrship,  aleisg  the  Colorado  Eiver, whsr®  it  is  not 
impounded  by  da«%  ae  far  as  the  state  ®f  Kevada  ia  c®a.©ernede  In  Illustration  #6, 
we  have  attempted  to  sho^  the-  benefits  that  would  aserue  to  ifevads  should,  publicly 
owned  access  to  the  usfleeded,  flowing  river  be  maijataira«d»  For  that  matter,  the 
failure  to  show  the  possible  inclusion  of  a  portion  of  thes®  lands  within  the 
confines  of  Arizona  has  resulted  in  the  failure  to  properly  inform  Ariz»  Federal,  state 
county  and  interested  citizens  and/or  groups  and  allow  them  to  participate  in  the 
rule  making  process  in  regard  to  this  proceeding,,  Thus,  th®  Interior  Dept.  has 
violated  its  own  long-standing  rules  in  this  ©ase„ 

—continued™- 
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la  reviewing  th*  draft  stataaeat,  we  must  refer  to  a  serious  shortcomiiig  in  the  Colorado 

liver  CoKBissias?®  haadlisag  ®f  oftxtamots  for  lower  Colorado  Eiver  water.  In;  regard  to 

facilities  for  th©  Southern  Kryada  WiP*(US-.  contract  #  14~06~300-1974  )•— which  shows  the 

quantity  of  C©Xferad®  Eiver  wai*»  eoartrao*®&  at'  ISSjrOQG  aoro/feot  per  year*  Actually , 

wo  hare  recently  I*aras&  that  Southern-  E-sva&a  tf.P*  built  facilities  for  300,000  acre/ 

feet  per  year. ..  .which  ©an  ©sly  load  us  to  th®  conclusion  that  there'  has  boon  a  serious 

violation  Of  federal  court  rulings  as&  state  laws  aai  rogulatioas  coaeoraisig  th© 

allotment  &■&<&  facilities  for  processing  Colorado  Hi-vor  water®  Is.  addition,  this 

apparently  unwarranted  300^000  aero/feet  per  year  capacity  defies  the  actual  letter 

of  Congressional  Aots  ba&risag  ©a  Colorado  Elver  water  allocation.  To  csapouad-  th©  hana— 

the  draft  statement  Of  tit*  Hevada  BM  asesaaos  that  tk<&  obligations  t©  provide  adequate 

aad  proper  sewage  facilities  will  be  iasialled  by  th*  dcv©i©p®r&  aad  land  speculators 

who  will  assume  title  Of  lands  i»  the  Port  Mohave  BBC  traot&fehis  is  a  matter  of'  public 

policy  stated  in  th©  record®  ©f  th®  Colorad®  Eiver  Commission,  after  this  state-  ageacy 

assumes  title  to  th©- 9,000  acres  im  this  3L8S  tract)*  We  would  alb*  be  remiss  ia  aot 

noting  that  the  conduct  of  ©ae  of  the  would-b*  developers  iavolvod  1b  the  Colorado 

Eiver  Commissi©*1 s  development  plam  for  the®*  lands—- Beauaoat  &  Associates— was'  ousted  . 

from  further  participation  becauso  of  influence  peddling  aad  coaduct  that  thor@:ughly 

embarrassed  th©  CSC.  To  this  day,  it  is  matter  of  public  record  that  a  top  executive 

of  th*  CBC  has  stated  his  doair®  t©  'soon  Beauaoat  &  Associates  reinstated  ia  the 

development  plan,  after  the  las&s  have'  bees  transferred  out  ©f  Bureau  of  toad  Management 

-. 
jurisdiction. 

If  th*  Colorado  Bivar  Commissi©*  cesrtisaaes  to  pursue  public;  conflicting  pelioies,  aad 
takes  no  action  t©  raotify  its  prooeedures(to  ©srreet  what  happened  ia  the  case  of 
coatraet  US..  14-06-300*1974,  and  »e©  to  it  that  this  sort  of  thing  cannot  happen  again), 
we  ©an  be  quit*  oestaia;  that  aa  unholy  environmental  mess  would  result  from  this 
transfer  of  public- lands  t®  theso  irresponsible,  aad  issoasitiv©  vested  interests, • 
through  this-  commission.  The  «sly  way  the  public  could  b©  reasonably  assured-nil  of 
those  undosireable  aetiviiias  ami  debilitating  eaviroamoatal  effects  will  aot  happen*— 
is  t®  reject  th®,  transfer  of  thas®  lands  ia  the  first  plas®.  It  appears  to  us,  this 
©as®  is  precisely  what  th*  IJ.S*.  Cosgross  had  is  mind  whea  it  passed  the-  national 
environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969... .sad  t'uis  eeriaialy  was  th®  clear  latent  of  ear 
Federal  courts  la  $©e«at  laadaark  decisions  to  further  clarify  how  that  legislation 
will,  be  implemented  by  agtacios  ia  the*  Exeeutiv*  Branch  Of  the  Federal  government. 
There  caa  be  ©sly  one-  acceptable  alterant!**  course  of  actioa  Available  t©  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  and  th*  Interior  Department — to  ensure  a  quality  eaviroaneat  for 
these  Fort  Ifehavo  public  lamia— t®  implement  Mter^tiig^  that  is,  so^aeM®!  ©»  the 
traasfer  of  these  laads,  and  to  recommend  their  retention  as  BM:  public  laads. 

— continued— 
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XlluatTfetlog  #ls.  23a«  Ijgg;  word  required, as  veil  as  deserving  of  top  oriority 
consideration? in  any  actioa  affecting  the  SLM  public  lands 
of  Hav^da  ««.<,«  or  asuy  cth^r  state  for  that  matter. 


Illustration  #2s  View  Of  the  Port  IfohaW'  BLM  lasts  from  the.'  Nevada-California 
state  lina^  along  the  Hiv»*  Head,  looking  HE  towards  the 
■  SO.  Cal.  Edison' a  coal  fu*.l  plaat—-and  the  public  nuisance 
be  lag  created  by'  the  emissions  from  the  smokestack  to  the 
loft  of  the  evaporation  towvrai'&ax  background) •  S«e  Ill.#5» 


Illustrations  #3 s  Showing  the*  bend  of  th*  Colorado  Hiver—the-  only  portion 
of  the-  river,  not.  flooded,  adjacent  to  BLSf  public  lands 
in»Sevada.  Photographed  acrosia  the  rivtr  fre»MCol©rade 
Riviera",  an  Arizona  subdivision  made  possible  by  fa* 
unwarranted  disposal  ©f  BLM  publie:  lands. 


"Illustration  #4t  "Colorado  Riviera"— .typical  of  the  rampant  land  speculation 
along  the  lower  Colorado  River?  which  if  continued,  unchecked, 
could  result  ia  the  loss  of  public  access  and  all  BLM  public 
Hands  adjacent  t©  tho  riverfsee  following  page)'. 
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Illustration  #4(oo»ti«»ed) 


lliwsitoiiSB  #5«:  Yi©w  of  the  So.  Calif,  Edison  coal  fuel  processing  plant 
on  a  portion  of  the  6^000  aorea,  of  the  15,000-aore  Fort 
Mohave  BLM  traet?  diapoaed  of  after  being  tranoferred  to 
the  Colorado  River  Commission  in  the  mid-1960 e a „.  Hot©  the 
sulfur-  dioxide  and  fly  ash  eiaiasiona  from  the  main  amok* 
stack.  Tnio  scene-  was  photographed  on  still  publicly- 
owned  portion  of  the  Port  Mohave  BLM  tract— which  alee 
lies  in  Arizona,,  a  fact  mH  noted  in  the  Nevada  BLM's 
draft  .ni  environment  impaot  statement* 


tiitititawiios  #Ss?  flow  ©f  the:,  unchans&eled,,  uaflooded  Colorado  liver  showing 

rtcreatiaae-seiskera  enjoying  what  little  riverside  opsa 
spa©«  risaaias  aloag  the  Arizoaa  shores— just  south  of  the 
"Coloxad©  Biviara8t  subdivision 
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lilustrat Ion  .#?:"  Riparian  cover  being  stripped  on  state  lands  between 

river  and  FtB  Mohave  BLM  tract,  photographed  l|  miles 

north  of  the  Port  Mohave  Indian  Reservation.  See 
illustration  #29. 


iiiiistr&tion  #8s  View  of  the  Colorado  River,  where  semblance  of  orig- 
inal channel  conditlonswperslst,  in  vicinity  of 
northern  tier  of  Port  Mohave  tract.  Shows  necessity 
of  retention  to  protecfriparian-upland  ecotone. 


Illustration  09:   Shows  portion  of  last  retraining  lower  Sonoran  desert 

riparian  plant  community  on  floodplain  portion  of  the 
Port  Mohave  BLM  tract.  Inquiries  by  this  organization 
indicate  this  may  be  one  of  3  such  native  riparian 
.  .    communities  left  along  the  entire  river — between  Yur.a 
and  Davis  Dam--~and  the  only  remaining  example  of  this 
vital  Colorado  River  life  zone,  still  in  public  own- 
ership, In  Nevada.  If  transferred  to  the- CRC--which 
Is  tantamount  to  turning  it  over  to  the  developers-- 
this  life  zone  would  undoubtedly  be  permanently  elim- 
inated In  the  state  of  Nevada. . . .and  propbably  have 
serious  consequences  for  wildlife  dependent  on  this 
type  of  plant  community  along  the  lower  Colo.  River, 


-? 
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Illustration  #10  i   Tale  and   cattail   marsh   on  riparian  flood  plain— at  mee<- 
»     ing   of   state  and  BLM   land    just  west   of   Colorado  Rlve-~ 
The  Yuma   clapper  rail   has   been   seen   in   these   old   -iv«r 
bottom   sltes(see   111  .#11)— the    only   known   habitat' of  ^n 

officially  designated   endangered   species    in  Nevada. 


illuatsatiea  #Ur  pk®tegmpk  »f  tk®  Ivm  cfl&p?«  »jy.  ®Si  eaBdy  ah®r®  al®sg  west 
baste  tf  ftl@»d#  BItw*.  fki®  Bar®  skavtblvd  is  ®»  tk®  ©fficial 
U»S«.  Bte«am  ®f  Sp©*t  Fiak«ri®E  &  Wildlif®  ®ada*g«r®d  epeei*s 
Hat.  Tkla  past©  takaa  »a  tk«  F®j»t  H«ka?»  BUf  tiaot. 


XllmiMtiow  12**.12Bto  Gila  Bfaafoya  aad  d®a®rt  t©gt»ia®»  Oao®  tkaugat  is©  fe 

•xtiaot  la  Fewada— aad  al*«adj '  asa*  «xtiacti®»  la  ®wr  sou 
western  d«s©;rle— tk®  Gila  aaaetav's  t®ll-tal®  aigas  kav® 
kaaa  ®t»©rv®4  ®a  allu-yial  faaa  Just  ab©T«  tk®  upariaa 
b®tt«alaada»  far  tr®  vioiaity  tf  tk®  w®st  ®ad®f  tk»  F«*t 
Mafeafjar  BEX  t3Paet„.  Tk®  daaart  i©:ri®&*®  ms  pk<  " 
tk®  kettenli^sd  ripayi&a  a?«a  ®a  ikes®  laads. 
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Illustration  #13$  Beboat  pk«t0gxfcpae4  by  C05s Watson, Jr.  near  rocky  foci- 

hills  on  adrthem  tier  of  Fort  Mohave  BLM  tract.  Shews 
the  diversified  wildlife  potential  of  these  lands. 


Illustration  #14*  Part  of  reaasknble  grave  &f   smoke  trees (Balea  spinas*) 

along  &  ¥«sk^  Hi  mil®  fr©n  ths  Cali£®rnis-.]?eTa.&a  state 
line,  in  the 'Fort  Me&aT®  BU£  tract .  Although  tir©  small 
specimen  ©f  vthis  tree  were  photographed  by  EOBA,  near 
the  S@*  Calif*  Edis®a  coal  fuel  pla»t(see  Illustrations 
Nos.  16-1T)  1   oae(on a  trailer  court  development)  has 
sino®  been  destroyed©.  Tha  ether  ia  doomed.  Thust  this 
grove  r  ©»  these  BW  lands,  will  soda  be  the  only  known 
occurrence  la  Nevada  aad  the  farthest  siorth  occurrence 
of  tfe®  ©pcciesS 


Illustration  #15 *  Photograph,  in  opposite  direct icn(  from  #lf|  looking 
east'  alcag  msh  ©ft  Fort  Mohave  BW  lands.  This  is  th» 
enly  eecurreaec  on  Nevada  public  lands  and  the  only 
opportunity  to  retain  the  species  in  Nevada. 
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Xllustratioa  #l£?  Sm@ke  tree  photographed  by  CS.Watson,  J5r,f  at  trailer 
court  developneat  near  Mohave  Coal  Fuel  plaat  ©a  March 

25?  1972*  It  feas  siace  been  destroyed,  ia  spite  ©f 

t©  state  parka  dept.  in  early  April,  1972. 


O 


•lilttfiifr&iiWE  #1i?*  Baek®  trm  found  'by  CS.Watsoa, Jr..  aad  firlla  Fischer 

(pictured}  oa  March  25 ,  1972,,  in  wash  only  a  few  yards 
©way  trots  S©.  Calif.  Edison  coal  fuel  plant.  Plant  has 
since  died  frees  fuaea  fr@a  smokestack  aad  ia  withering 
a*ay»,, .leaving  the  gpeve  discovered  by  KORA  in  dry 
wash  on  Ft.  Hofcav*  BUT  laads(oa  January  20,  1973)  as 
lewda9®  ©aly  known  occurrence  aad  farthest  north 
6  ®f  sp@<3i©s  ia  the  wild. 


O 


tllusti4ations#l8-20:  Fish-hook  barrel  cactus  area  on  rocky  outcropping' 

near  alluvial  fans  in  west  end  of  Port  Mohave  BLM 
tract.  This  rugged  landscape  and  the  vital  ripar- 
ian bottomlands  form  a  vital  ecotone,  important  l< 
the  maintenance  of  continuity  and  diversity  of 
plants  and  animals  in  the  varying  environments, 
which  could  effect  such  rare  and  endangered  spec- 
ies as  the  spotted  ban, observed  in  this  area  by 
Calif.  Fish  &  Game  biologists  at  Blvthe.  Calif. 


"*» 
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Illustration  #21*  occurrence  of  Echi»©cactus  ,johnsonii(rare  albino  cactus), 
*  which  are  very  uncommon  is  Nevada,  according  to  Nevada 
State  laseum.  Fowl  amidst  Barrel  eaotus  area  ©a  Ft„ 
Mohav®  lands* 


tllil4^ti#iB#22\  In  X9SG„  th®  Elko  District  classified  several  hundred 
-23iacr®a  along  the  Idaho-Ievada  stat®  1 in*  for  disposals 
..in  a  manner  not  unlik®  that  proposed  by  th®  Colorado 
River  Commission  in  th*  Port  Mohav®  case,  Th®  lands 
wer®  Thought,  up  by  gambler©  and  led  to  th®  creation  of 
this  gambling  center (kmewm  as  "Jackpot?,  Nevada )»  In  th« 
■Uk-1960>a»  the  resultant  gaming  activities  on  these  one® 
BLK  public  land®  created  a  serious  controversy  in  th* 
state> ©f  Idaho,... where  civi®  leaders  became  alarmed  at 
the  rising  rate  of  prostitution  and  Idaho  rev4w»w lessos 
attributed  to  the  activities  at  Jackpot*  In  19&4,  this 
resulted  in  a  movement  to  legalise  gambling  in  Idaho.... 
which  was.  successful  in  a  referendum,  but  defeated  in 
th®  general  election  by  a  narrow  margin.  The  rationale 
of  th®  gambling  initiative  proponents  inrldaho— was  tha. 
legalizing  it'  in  that  stat*  would  restore  revenue  now 
being  squandered  at  JackpotU  Ugly  incidents  occurred 
within  th®  BUT  as  a  result  of  the  Jackpot  disposal.  Th® 
most  notorious  was  the  dismissal  of  the  Elko  BLM  District 
Manager.. -whom  it  was  learned  that  he  had  acquired  a 
real  estate  license  and  was  preparing  to  engage  in  iama 
speculation.  In  California,  over  the  last  de cade,  thor® 
■.   has  boom  a  movement  to  legalize  gambling  along  a  50  mil « 
de«p  strip  along  the  Nevada-California  stat®  line.  Th«s 
aowoval  of  th®  masalv®  urban  development  contemplated  uy 
th®  Colorado  River  Commission  could  result  in  even  more 
serious  oonflictst  with  the  lomg  rang®  public  interest. 
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Xlfattvatiea  #24*  Ate  ®eafflpl®  ©f  SOae  of  the  creeping  blight  already  t&kiag 
•  pleo®  ia  past  ©r  recent  developments  along  the  love*  ' 
Colorado  River.  This  photo  tak»n  January  23^  1973,  Mar 

Parker  Baaw 


lilustratiea*  25»26t  lake  Havaay  City,,  Arisoaa*  Begining  in  1964—ia  vi©- 
latioa  of  our  ti?mp&  obligations  with  mtxic®,   and  in 
spit®  of  ike-  growing  everoearaittraent  of  Colorado  liver 
water— titer  Interior'  Sept*  ideatlf led  appro*.  28,000  aores 

at  what  mm   then  kaowa  as  "Site  Six"  for-  development  aa 
ax  urban  complex.  Instead  of  using  th*  $15,000,000  th® 
fe£ull©eh  Properties  las*,  spent  ©w  this  "bridge  fmm 
LeadoaCnet  th*  London  Bridge-)".  tovarda '  tie  develepaen*  ©f 
adequate  sewage  treatment  facilities— thin  ropuiei 
M»©8t  repoaaibl*  of  developers8'  elected  to  ship  this 
bridg«Mi©-aowher»,  bricfe-by«»brie&,  t©  the  United  States, 


illustration?  2?e  ^ater  cascade  over  th*  entranoe  to  McCulliech  Prop«rtie» 
Xact?S.  Lake  Efovasu  Xn»— is  a  good  pictorial  ooaneatary 
oa  th©  attitude  of  land  speculators  now  developing  lands 
adjacent  to  th®1  lower  Colorado  River, towards  the  issue 

of  wate*  quality  aad  that  critical  need  to  oonserv*  it. 
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Illustration  #28sv  Sign  greeting  those  who  enter  private  campground  at 

Lak»  H&tosiu  City.  During  the  winter,  it  costs  a  single 
pera®»( single  occupancy  rate)  $l6-per-day  minimum  to 
stay  at  any  motel  in  this  arw.  In  1964,  access  to  good 
campsites  was  free— because  this  was  BLM  public  land.. 
la  this  an  esampl*  of  Interior-  Department  thinking  towards 
benefitting  those  of  the  "work  ethic"  in  this  country? 


Illustration  #29*-  Land  clearance-  in  Lake  Havasu  City*  The  massive  indust- 
rial-residential complex  envisioned  hy   the  Colorado 
River  Commission  would  inevitably  result  in  this  same* 
ruthioss  ecological(forage  &  land}  destruction— as 
evidenced,  by  that  shewn  in  illustration  #7?.  Such  intense 
land  clearance  in  the  desert  has  serious  environmental 
implications — in  terms  of  accelerated  erosion.  ,  permanent 
soil  damage  and  preparing  the  way  for  the-  infestation  of 
mentiS&ble,  nonpalatable^  toxic  and  poisonous  plants*  In 
many  eases,  land  owners  hying  these  McCulloch  tracts 
must  put  in  lawns-— requiring  additional  unwarranted  us- 
age- ©f  Colorado  River  water. 
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Illustration  #3Q-31s  Of  course^  mimoe  the  1964  disposal  of  Site  Six 

(Lake  Havs.su  City) — which  waa  intended  to  be  the  only 
such  urban  development  in  this  region  along  the  Colo- 
rado River- — the-  land  speculation  syndrome  f.long  this 
river  ten  become  p.  malignancy.  Illustrations  30  and 
31  were  takes  both  above  and  below  Parker  Dam,  along 
the  Arizona  shore  of  the  Colorado,,  It  is  Arizona  which 
has  been  most  criticized  for  its  agricultural  pollution 
of  th«  river(the  a©r©  point  is  Mexican  allegations  that 
th®  United  Stats  has  flagrantly  violated  ita  obligations 
under  the  1944  treaty).  Arizona  full$  intends  to  use 
its  reiaaiaimg  150,000  acres  of  state  selection  rights 
to  grab  up  more  BLM  public  lands  for  unwarranted  urban 
development.  This  ie  why  such  disposals  as  that .now 
being  urged  by  the  Colorado  River  Commission  are  a 
flagrant  and  arrogant  disregard  of  our  internal  and 
International  environmental  obligations— as  they  pertain 
to  the  situation  surrounding  the  lower  Colorado  River. 


NATIONAL  PUBLIC  LANDS  TASK  FORCE 

NEVADA  OUTDOOR  RECREATION  ASSOCIATION,  INC, 

Charles  5.  Watson,  Jr.,  Director 

P.  0.  Box  1245,  Carson  City,  Nevada  89701 
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WAMTOJTON  (DPI)  -Shortly 
NSxoa 


preaches  toward  She  underdeve- 
loped nates,.  Laths  American 
aim  to  :©«  White  House  countries  to  psrtfcslar, 


m  "a  world  leafier 


of   first 

Luis  Eefeever- 


iaa  Alvar®!  of  Ifejco  atnmglr  bQHed  state  does  not  xm  the 
«gH#nl  U&   ftaeiga   policy  3ame  boldness  ind  " 
■Tharsgay  betes  &  joint  session  that    it     applies    to    solving 
dfCpsagrsss.  implex    problems    with    its 

"■"^"CBiBHtf  fee  Ja.agi«emeitf  enemies,    to   fes   solution    of 
'  /tiwsg  who  try 'to -redoes  simple     problems     with     its 


He  said  he  found  it  "impossi- 
Vk    to   understand    why    tte  said 


aad  a,  personal  friend."   Be- 
cause "MexteaH-U-S.'  friendship 

is  aa  " 

nf  mil-  fnruioit     nnlinw  " 

m  poucy, 


polttiii     to     «fealte§§  Mends. 
aa««g  pawsrM  nations," '  he 


«ff'-the 

to 


reduce  siteira- 
But    they 

#  paste 


f,  ;,, 


it,  Scheverria  said 

_  UA  policy  toward 

sad  Peking  has  -  not 

by    aaw    ap- 


a®ete7:§I.iiate.WH|iaj3  -P, 

.,4£S.«ttto;toga*,  mM  in  Jta&mt-iow 

■Savirt ;.  Union    and  along  with  most  ether  members 

of   the   Cabinet,,  managed   a 

small  smile.  0  - 

Third  .  Echeverria  west  to    Capitol 

Hill  after  arriving  for  a  sis-day 


he  and 

bilateral  as 
hemispheric  issues  "with  frank- 
5ss  and  candor." 
Nixon  noted  that  Echeverria 
was  the  first  foreign  leader  to 
him  sines  Ms  return  from 
Moscow  June  1  and  said  rosy 
would  be   talking .  about   the 

meeting  %mt?m&. 


intersatioaal  problems 
tual  inter®«Et.'* 

After    their  meeting, 
House  Press  Sscretary 
L.  Ziegfer  said  the  iw© 
had  a  "very  cordial,  very  direct 
and,  frank5'    talk.  Among   the 
topics,     he    said, 
problem  of  saline  wafer 
ing  from  the  Colorado 
across  the  border  into  Mexico, 


Of    H8J-- 


WMte  delicate" 
Sosaid  States 


was     the  tieat 


Echeverria  .told  Congress  &e 

salinity  problem  "is  tfee  most 

between  me  United 

and     Mexico.     "The 

is     enormous     sad 

public    opinion    is 

becoming 

about    this    important 
that  has  been  going  cm 
more  thas  a  decade,  without 
aay  satisfactory  solutes. 

report 
an 


increasingly   jmpa-  gefegverria     also 


drain-  matter  that  has  been 

Kiverior 


their  second  talk  today.,:,   ■ 
As  the  two  president  jaiet, 

Hogers  and 
Secreteiy   Bnilio   0. 


In  his  address  to"  Congress, 
said     Ms 


on  about 


UA-lfetteag 
"There  ean  be  so  jsstifleattea" 
for    Washington's     defer    la 


see  any  „ 
and  any  agreement-  state  wit,  a  colorto!  welcoming 


seremony  on  the :  South  Lawn  of 

■are  the  ■  White  House  and  .4   one- 

hour-40  miaiite 


pacts  waweea  tout-iC  miante  meeting  with 
that  ignore  the  NiKea-tha-first  of  two  private 
itemfe   of  .1m  sessions  Dlanncd  duitoa  Ms  itw 


planned  during  hie  stay 
%  Washington. 

Fraalasess,,  Candor 

In    greeting    the 

.resident,  Kixen  hailed  him  as 

"a  world  loader  of  first  rank  ... 


VALLEV  NATIONAL  BANK  ^(FfP3/$- 


MEMBER    FEDERAL   RESERVE    SYSTEM  HOME  OFFICE:  PHOENIX,  ARIZONA 

February  27 ',  1973 

C.  A."cHUCK"WEST  bullhead  city  office 

MANAGER  feULLNEAD    CITY.  ARIZONA    4©430 


Stat©  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

United  States  Dept.  of  the  Interior 

300  Booth  Street 

Reno,  Nevada   8S502 

Dear  Sir: 


a  Member  of  the  Davis  Dam-Fort  Mohave  CANDO  Committee,  I 

respectfully  submit  the  following  comments  to  b®  made  a  part  of 
the  Hearing  on  the  "Draft  Environmental  Statement ' for  the  Sale 
of  Fort  Mohave  Lands  to  the  State  of  Nevada**' 

There  are  approximately  140  miles  of  Colorado  River  shoreline 
in  the  State  of  Nevada.  Of  this  amount,  only  approximately  3-3/4 
miles  and  800  acres  are  privately  owned*.  These  private  ownership 
lands  are  suitable  for  development  if  moderate  to  extremely  care- 
ful management  considerations  are  given  to  preservation  of  the 
environment.  Economic  pressure  on  the  limited  private  land  re- 
sources preclude  their  use  for  .community  development  consisting 
of  homes,  municipal  buildings,  schools,  parks  and  open  space® 

We  feel  that  the  Fort  Mohave  lands  which  are  in  excess  of  6,000 
acres  are  suitable  for  community  developments  Due  to  the  present 
growth  and  the  excellent  potential  growth  in  the  tri- state  area, 

it  is  felt  that  the  6*000  acres  would  be  of  excellent  economic 
value  to  our  area*""'' 

Me  urge  you  to  support  the  Davis  Dam-Fort  Mohave  CANDO  Committee 

so  we  may  grow  and  prosper  for  the  benefit  of  California,  Nevada 
and  Arizona. 

Sincerely, 

Manager 

CAW:©'-: 
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Davis  Dara~Fert  Mohave  CANDO  Committee 
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State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

300  Booth  Street 

Reno,  Nevada  89502 

Dear  Sir? 

The  Davis  Dam-Fort  Mohave  CANDO  Committee  respectfully  submits  the 
following  comments  to  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  of  the  Hearing 
on  the  "Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  the  Sale  of  Fort  Mohave 
Lands  to  the  State  of  Nevada," 

There  are  approximately  140  miles  of  Colorado  River  shoreline  in 
the  State  of  Nevada.  Of  this  amount  only  approximately  3  3/4  miles 
and  800  acres  are  privately  owned.  These  private  ownership  lands 
are  suitable  for  development  if  moderate  to  extremely  careful  manage- 
ment considerations  are  given  to  preservation  of  the  environment. 
Economic  pressure  on  the  limited  private  land  resources  preclude 
their  use  for  community  development  consisting  of  homes,  municipal 
buildings,  schools,  parks  and  open  spa-e. 

There  are  approximately  300  acres  of  other  privately  owned  land  which 
do  not  front  on  the  River,  We  feel  these  land  holdings  are  not  exten- 
sive enough  to  supply  the  need  for  residential  housing  in  the  area. 
The  300  acrgs  are  also  limited  in  development  capability  because  they 
consist  of  small  widely  scattered  tracts  which  prohibit  economic 
provision  of  utilities  and  municipal  services. 

The  Fort  Mohave  lands  include  in  excess  of  6,000  acres  which  are 
suitable  for  community  development.  This  is  the  only  area  in  Southern 
Nevada  which  is  adapted  to  serve  the  needs  of  a  new  community  of  more 
than  1000  residences.  The  employment  base  is  not  dependent  on  retire- 
ment family  incomes  but  has  solid  roots  in  two  industries  -  gaming  and 
electric  power  production.  Employers  in  the  area  have  combined  their 
efforts  to  encourage  expansion  to  stabilize  growth  on  an  industrial 
base.  Southern  Nevada  has  a  favorable  array  of  climate,  geographic 
location,  natural  resources,  and  a  domestic  tax  structure  to  facilitate 
growth »  . < 

The  Davis  Dam-Fort  Mohave  CANDO  Committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the 
9,400  acres  of  Fort  Mohave  and  associated  Nevada  lands  have  the 
capability  to  provide  a. superior  airport  site  with  a  minimum  runway 
of  10,000  feet,  residential  housing  for  30,000  people,  natural 
resource  based  recreation  opportunities  for  more  than  one  million 
annual  days  of  use,  and  the  economic  base  for  employment  of  a  minimum 
10,000  person  labor  force.  This  development  can  occur  at  the  same 
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time  that  environment  is  upgraded  and  improved  through  a  resources 
inventor/  and  development  under  a  comprehensive  plan.  It  is  certain 
that  development  can  result  in  a  man-made  environment  that  is  superior 
to  existing  native  conditions  on  Fort  Mohave  lands  which  result  in 
erosion*  river  siltations  and  a  paucity  of  natural  plant  and  animal 
species.  The  Committee  is  in  favor  of  limited  development  of  the 
flood  plain  on  the  basis  that  all  structures  should  be  installed  at 
grades  higher  than  the  projected  flood  water  elevations  for  the  100- 
year  storm. 

In  the  event  of  non-transfer  of  the  9,400  acres  there  is  a  reasonable 
certainty  that  nearby  public  lands  will  be  subjected  to  such  a  degree 
of  population  pressure  that  there  is  danger  of  their  destruction  as 

a  viable  natural  resource. 

The  Committee  wishes  to  emphasise  the  following  points; 

1*  The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  when  completed  should  reflect 
the  best  judgment  of  all  parties  available  and  concerned  as  to 
the  effect  on  the  environment  when  the  transfer  and  development 
of  lands  tkes  place.  The  environmental  impact  should  be  assessed 
on  the  basis  of  that  portion  of  the  Master  Plan  prepared  for  the 
Colorado  River  Commission  and  accepted  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  which  covers  the  9,4Q0  acres  in  question. 

2.  Restrictions  in  the  patent  which  include  possibility  of  reversion 

to  the  United  States 'are  not  in  order.  Marketable  title  must  be 
passed  to  the  State  of  Nevada. 

3.  Planning,  zoning^  and  the  building  restrictions  of  the  State  of 
Nevada  and  of  Clark  County  should  be  recognized  as  adequate  prior 
to  transfer.  If  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  feels  local  and 
State  planning,  zoning,  and  building  restrictions  are  not  adequate, 
deficiencies  need  to  be.  recognized  end  an  'agreement  reached.  Both 
the  State  of  Nevada  and  Clark  County  have  the  authority  and  the 
capability  to  determine  and  enforce  restrictions  to  safeguard 

the  environment.  The  two  entities  should  have  the  option,  as  to 
who  will  prepare  the  comprehensive  plan  within  the  framework  of 
the  approved  Master  Plan  for  the  area.  Federal  participation  in 
enforcement  whould  be  limited  to  setting  minimum  air  and  water 
quality  standards. 

4.  The  Committee  is  convinced  that  the  transfer  area  will  suffer  less 
deterioration  of  soils,  vegetation*  animal  life*  and  historic  and 
archeological  features  if  privately  dev  eloped.  It  feels  that  the 
fragile  desert  environment  now  existing  in  the  total  area  affected 
cannot  be  maintained  unless  adequate  policing  manpower  is  available. 
This  will  best  be  provided  by  a  local  municipal  tax-supported 
entity.  After  transfer,  the  potentially  disasterous  itinerant, 
uncontrolled  use  of  public  lands  can  be  directed  to  some  more 
durable,  less  fragile  public  lands  area. 
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5.  The  Committee  wishes  to  go  on  record  that  the  economic  implications 

of  non-transfer  would  be  catastrophic,  to  the  welfare  of  not  only 
Southern  Nevada  but  also  the  Mohave  Valley  in  Arizona  and  eastern 
San  Bernardino  County  of  California,  The  capability  of  the  99400 
acre  Nevada  area  to  contribute  to  the  economy  of  the  area  far 
surpasses  that  of  similar  areas  in  fteighboring  states.  The  wide 
scope  of  recreation  opportunities  in  Nevada  constitute  an  indus- 
trial base  the  neighboring  states  do  not  possess. 

Sincerely, 


Lloyd"' Howland9  Chairman  \ 

Davis  Dam-Fort  Mohave  CANDO  Committee 
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Mr*  E,  I.  Roland,  State  Director 

Nevada  Land  Office  , 

Bureau  of  Land  Managment 

Room  3008 ,  Federal  Building 

300  Booth  Street 

Reno,  Nevada   8 95 02 

Dear  Mr.  Roland, 

We  wish  to  express/our  general  concern  over  development  of  FPrt  Mohave 
Lands  In  Southern  Clark  County,  Nevada,   We  are  familiar  with  the 
development  alternates  and  would  strongly  urge  adoption  of  Alternate  D 
to  retain  in  public  ownership  the  9,000  subject  acres. 

It  is  our  firm  belief  that  the  presence  of  several  endangered  plant 
and  animal  species  in  the  area  and  the  delicate  balance  arid  inter- 
relationship between  the  area  and  adjacent  lands  along  the  Colorado 
River  render  the  lands  in  the  public  interest. 

Furthermore,  we  see  no   possibility  that  the  land  may  be  developed  for- 
profit  while  the  above  natural  wildlife  and  the  vital  ecotone  ar-e  pre- 
served. 

Also*  we  would  question  whether  the  draft  Impact  statement  is  in 
accordance  with  the  letter  and  spirit  of  N  SPA.  It  would  be  most 
unfortunate  if  development  in  this  instance  were  to  become  a  model  fdr 
future  disposal  of  public  lands. 

Development  of  the  area  in  accordance  with  even  the  more  modest 
Alternate  A  would  further  pollute  the  Colorado  River  and  insure  the 
inability  of  the  United  States  to  honor  its  1944  Treaty  with  Mexico 
to  deliver  1.5  million  acre-feet  of  water  to  that  country. 

Studies  Indicate  that  the  water  supply  In  the  subject  area  Is  now 
undergoing  deterioration;  further  development  will  aggravate  this 
trend  and  will  lead  to  wholesale  mining  of  water  with  obvious  and 
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irreparable  damage  to'  the  environment. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  environmental  degradation  has  reached 
such  a  point  that  the  natural  aspects  of  the  land  can  no  longer  be 
left  at  the  mercy  of  private  economic  interests.  We  believe  that 
in  many  geographical  areas,  the  interests  of  the  environment  and 
the  interests  of  private  developers  can  be  accomodated;  however , 
because  of  its  unique  characteristics  and  critical  existing  hydrology, 
the  Port  Mohave  Lands  are  not  such  an  Instance. 


Yours  truly, 


Giv«*is 
rector 


O 
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Mr.  E.  T.  Rowland,,  State  Director 
Nevada  State  Office 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Room  3008,  Federal,  Building 
Reno,  Nevada  89502 


Dear  Mr.  Rowland: 

The  Endangered  Species  Committee  desires  to  incorporate  into 
the  final  environment  impact  statement  for  the  Fort  Mohave 
Lands  Act  its  desire  to  implement  Alternative  D  (of  the 
draft  statement)  i.e.  the  retention  of  this  9,000  acre  tract, 
in  southern  Clark  County,  Nevada  in  public  ownership. 

The  Committee  is  opposed  to  the  disposal  of  these  public  lands 
to  the  Colorado  River  Commission,  because  the  latter  agency 
has  proposed  massive  development  that  could  have  far  reaching 
debilitating  effects  on  Clark  County, Nevada,  and  the  surrounding 
desert  basins.   These  effects  are  at  least  partially  environ- 
mental:  air,  water  quality  and  quantity,  flora  and  fauna. 

We  feel  the  following  should  be  taken  into  consideration: 

1).  Limited  access'  to  the  Colorado;  River;   In  an  age 
when  we  spend  millions"  to  buy  kacTTsnoreflnes  we  gave  away 
less  than  100  years  ago  why  lose  what  little  remaining 
shoreline  still  belonging  to  us?  She  'Mohave  Lands  are  Nevada ?? 
last  public  access  to  the  Colorado  River.   These  lands 
benefit  not  only  Nevadans  but  all  desert  inhabitants  hungry 
for  the  cooling  touch  of  water. 

2).  Water  availability;   We  feel  the  impact  statement 
does  not  delve  into  water  availability  sufficiently,   it 
ignores  our  obligations  to  Mexico  and  selfishly  considers 
recreational  development  upstream  as  opposed  to  Mexico's 
needs  for  food.   Development  of  the  Mohave  lands  will  strain 
Las  Vegas* s  water  supply  and  encourage  reliance  on  groundwater 
in  nearby  powerless  counties, 

3^«  Land  Planning:  We  do  not  feel  the  federal  government 
should  be  a  party  to  a  limited  interest  group's  intentions  for 
a  particular  area.   In  Clark  County  five  separate  entities 
govern  and  "plant*.  Yet  no  single  enforced  Master  Plan  complete 
with  impact  studies  exists  for  county  growth  nor  any  consideration 
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for  ramifications  of  surrounding  areas.  The  federal 

government  can  at  least  postpone  its  verdict  until  a 
federal  land  planning  bill  is  passed  and  implemented 

on  the  state  level* 

4.  Endangered  wildlife ; 

^Ql5rado:',Rl?v;er;  fish  $  Lack  of  impact  studies 
caused  the  extinctToiTof- several  fish  species  in  the  lower 

Colorado  River*  Those  above  cling  to  a  precarious  future 
as  developmental,  interests  scheme  to  further  strain  the 
Colorado's  life  giving  waters. 

■  Desert'  'fatana  t     Nevada  has  little  of  the  MOhave 
desert,  We~liiT"tSaT"ciark  County  has  taken  little  interest 
in  its  natural  features  and  that  until  the  major  habitat 
areas  'of  its  nacre  unique  flora  and  fauna  forms  are  described 
and  incorporated' as  protected  areas  into  future  plans,  no 
encouragement  should,  be  given- -to- -changing- -the  present  status 
of  the  Mohave  lands,,   '  The"  Desert  Tortoise  is  a  wide-ranging 
species,  in  the  Mohave  but  it  has  almost  disappeared  in  the 
more  highly  used  recreational  areas.'  Only  in  the  Desert  - 
Game  Range  is  it  assured  a  limited  future.  The  Gila  Monster 
lives  only  along  the  Colorado  River  and  its  present~arS  former 
tributary  systems*  Although  protected  by  law  it  is  uncommon 
and  killed  on  sight*   Its  chosen  habitat  is  not  protected. 
There  are. reports  that  the  Yuma  Clapper  Rail,'  a  USBF&W 
endangered  species  has  been  sighted' on  the  Mohave  lands. 
Until  investigation  proves  otherwise,  no  action  should  alter 
the  present  land  use, 

'  Nevada  Flfeht  ■  Already  six  Nevada  endemic  species 
have  passed  into  oblivion.   Clark  County. -growth  threatens  all 

surrounding  basins  with,  groundwater  loss.  All  these  surrounding 
basins  harbor  limited  populations  of  fish  or  birdlife.   In-  its 
1971  report  Montgomery  Engineers  suggested  diverting  underground 
water  flow  to  support  Clark  County'  inhabitants.   In  each  of 
'the  basins  selected  Wildlife  refuges  (Pahranagat  Valley)  or  rare 
enderaic  fish  (Moapa,  Pahranagat,  Ash  Meadows,  Virgin  River) 
exist. 

We  therefore  urge  that  the  'Federal  Government  not  complicate 
Nevada's  environmental  problems  further  by  agreeing  to  the  land 
use  change. 

Mosi:  Sincerely,  ,  • 

Tina  Nappe 
Executive  Secretary 

243 


California  and  Nevada  Development  Organization 

Needles  Area  CANDO  Committee 
849  Front  Street 
Needles,  California  92363 

February  28,   1973 


CAN-00  SPONSORS 


CALIFORNIA 

City  of  Need  let 

San   Bernardino  County 

NEVADA 

Ciork  County 
Nye  County 
Souider  City 
City  of  Henderson 
City  of  las   Vcaet 
City  of  North  Lai  Voflae 
Msaes  Band  of  Mm  Statutes 
Mocpa  SCO 
Pahrump  SCD 
Tenepoh  SCD 
Vegas  Volley    SCD 
Virgin  Valley  SCD 
Bunkerville  Irrigation  Dittrict 
Mosses  Valley    Water  Company 
Clerk  County  ffa&tt 
Control  District 


State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

300  Booth  Street 

Reno,  NV   89502 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Needles  area  CANDO  Committee  wishes  to  go  on  record  that  it 
favors  the  sale  of  the  Fort  Mohave  Lands  to'the  State  of  Nevada. 
It  also  favors  eventual  transfer  to  private  ownership  and  urban 
and  recreation  development  of  as  many  of  the  9400  acres  as  are 
suited  to  these  purposes. 

These  lands  are  a  key  area  in  and  an  integral  part  of  the  economi ; 
and  recreational  complex  stretching  from  Davis  Dam  to  Topock. 
Development  of  the  lands  can  provide  a  superior  community  for  hot  ■ 
local  residents  and  for  visitors. 

There  can  be  no  adverse  effects  related  to  the  transfer  and  develop- 
ment which  would  outweigh  the  benefits  to  the  American  people,' 
If  Nevada  had  previously  possessed  adequate  financial  resources 
the  area  would  already  be  developed. 

The  Needles  Committee  is  aware  of  the  excellent  standards  for 
development  which  Clark  County  has  imposed,  and  is  most  happy  with 
them.  This  is  another  guarantee  that  development  will  improve  the 
environment  as  well  as  the  economy  of  the  area. 


Robert  T.  3elt 
Treasurer1 
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540  Santa  Cruz  Avenue  Menlo  Park,  California  94025         (415)  323-4676 


February  22,  1973 


Mr*  E.   I.  Rowlaid,  State  Director 

Nevada  State  Office    ; 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Room  3008 

Federal  Bldg, 

300  Booth  St. 

Reno,  Nevada  89502 

RE:  Proposed  Ft*  Mohave  disposal  to  the  Colorado  River  Commission 
(re i  9000  acres  in  southern  Clark  County  near  Davis  Dam) 

Dear  Mr.  Rowland' 

We  are  opposed  to  the  transfer  of  this  public  land  out  of  public 
ownership  and  therefore  support  alternative  D  in  the  draft 

environment  impact  statement  prepared  by  your  office. 

We  are  opposed  to  the  transfer  of  these  lands  for  the  following 

reasons: 

1*  We  are  informed  that  there  have  been  five  endangered  species 
identified  as  having  a  habitat  on  these  lands. 


2.  It  contains  the  only  known  occurance  o£  Lower  Sonoran 
Colorado  River  desert  riparian  life  zone- -and  is  one  of 
three  such  life  zones  along  the  entire  lower  Colorado 
River. 

4..  We  object  to  the  transfer  of  these  lands  because  they  are 
vital  to  maintaining  a  unique  ecotone  known  to  contain  many 
unusual  plants  and  is  essential  to  the  diversity  of  wildlife 
and  interdependent  ecosystems  within  the  area. 

5.  We  object  on  the  grounds  that  the  resultant  development  as 
planned  by  the  Colorado  River  Commission  would  be  totally 
inconsistent  with  our  efforts  to  safeguard  our  desert  environ- 
ment and  to  meet  our  commitments  for  water  out  of  the  Colorado 
River  and  this  includes  our  treaty  obligations  to  Mexico  under 
the  1944  treaty  guaranteeing  that  nation  1,500,000  acre  feet  per 
year  of  quality  water. 


RHR/sm 
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Very  truly  yours, 


Richard  H.  Raymond 
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STANFORD  UNIVERSI 

STANFORD,  CALIFORNIA    94303 


DEPARTMENT  OF  BIOLOGICAL  SCIENCES 


List  of  Alternate  Speakers 


Dr.. John  P.  Holdren 
Plasma ■ Physicia t 

638  Los  Alamos  Avenue 
Livermore,  California  94550 


Telephone:   (415)  447*1512 


Br*  John  II.  Thomas 

Associate  Professor  of  Biology 

Department  of  Biology 

Stanford  University 
Stanford,  California  94305 


(415)  321-2300,  x2362,3168 


Br.  John  H.  Hesse 1 

Lecturer  in  Biology 

Room  414 

Biological  Sciences  Building 

Staafor :  University 

Stanford,  California  94305 

Dr.  Douglas  Daetz 

Assistant  Professor 

Room  530  D 

Department  of  Industrial  Engineering 

Stanford  University 

Stanford,  California  94305 


(415)  321-23W,  x3f 


(415)  321-2300,  4473  01  ■■  ft 


Mr.  Richard  L.  Harriman 
Executive  Assistant  to  P.R.  Ehrlich 
Graduate~at-Large  in  Political  Science 
Room  402 

Biological  Sciences  Building 
Stanford  University 
Stanford,  California  94305 

Dr.  Clyde  H.  Eriksen 
Joint  Science  Dept. 
Claremont  Colleges 
Claremont,  California  91711 

Mary  Ann  (Mrs .  Clyde)  Eriksen 
Journalist!  Population  and  Environment 

Dr.  Gordon  Orians 
Department  of  Zoology 
University  of  Washington 
Seattle,  Washington  93105 
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(415)  321-2300,  x3172 


(714)  626-8511 
621-1808 


(206)  543-2100 
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Affiliated  with  the  National  Wildlife  Federation 
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February  21,  1973 

United  States  Department 

of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Nevada  .State  Office 

Room  3 (JO 6  -  Federal  Building 

300.  Bopth  Street 

Reno,  Nevada  89502 

Attentions  Mr.  E.  L  Rowland 
State  Director,  Nevada 

Re:  Fort  Mohave  Proposed  transfer 
Dear  Edt  , 

Please  be  advised  that  I  have  had  the  opportunity 
to  review  at  some  length  the  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  concerning  the  sale  of  Fort  Mohave  Lands 
to  the  State  of  Nevada,  which  was  prepared  by  your 
office.  1   would  like  to  commerifc  upon  this  proposed 
sale*  ...  \  ',> 

At  the  public  hearing  iri  Lais  Vegas,  Nevada,  oii  ,i. 
February  15,  1973,  one  of  our  Directors >  Mrs. 'Eve 
Craft,'* appeared  and  testified  with  regard  to  this 
matter.  This  letter  will  serve  as  a  written  supple*- 
ment  to  that  testimony. 

At  the  outset,  I  must  observe  that  the  Nevada  Wildlife 
Federation  is  opposed  to  the  unfettered  development  of 
any  portion  of  the  areas  surrounding  the  Colorado  River 
which  would  result  in  the  influx  of  a  large  number 
of  people.   We  all  realize  that  these  areas  along  the 
River  are  extremely  popular  for  recreational  purposes 
and  that  there  is  a  great  demand  for  second  homes, 
permanent  recreation  areas,  and  the  like.  However, 
I  believe  that  the  area  is  sufficiently  fragile  to 
require  .great  restriction  in  the  use  of  same. 
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It  would  be  my  opinion  that  alternative  (b) ,  known  as 
the  Beaumont  Plan,  or  Marina  Vegas,  is  entirely  un- 
acceptable.  I  note  that  full  development  under  this 
plan  anticipates  a  permanent  resident  population  of 
approximately  108,000  people.   I  think  that  the  impact 
of  this  very  large  number  of  people  upon  the  area 
around  Fort  Mohave  would  be  a  disaster.   By  the  same 
token,  I  would  oppose  alternative  (e) ,  sale  to  private 
interests,  since  the  profit  motive  would  require  ex- 
tensive development.   Alternative  (d) ,  no  action,  is 
not  especially  attractive,  since  something  must  be 
done  to  provide  for  the  orderly  development  of  the 
area  in  response  to  the  demand.  ' 

I  believe  that  some  modification  of  alternative  (a) 
would  make  this  alternative  acceptable  to  us.   Thus, 
I  might  suggest  that  steps  be  taken  to  limit  the 
resident  population  to  some  figure  less  than  the 
30,000  people  proposed.   Along  these  lines  I  might 
suggest  that  permament  population  not  exceed  half  that 
figure,  or  15,000  people.   I  note  that  this  alterna- 
tive contains  a  minimum  setback  of  600  feet  along  the 
Colorado  River  for  public  use,  and  I  feel  that  the 
interests  of  all  concerned  might  be  best  served  by 
preserving  at  least  that  area,  and  possibly  much  more. 
This  reservation  might  be  keyed  to  the  flood  plain 
or  a  minimum  width,  and  it  would  be  my  opinion  that 
intent  should  be  to  maximize  such  reservation.   Such 
an  area  would  provide  great  recreational  potential 
if  such  recreational  use  were  limited  in  scope.   Thus, 
I  would  hate  to  see  an  offroad  vehicle  course  laid 
out  in  the  flood  plain.   However,  I  believe  that  some 
recreational  uses  such  as  restricted  hunting,  hiking 
and  the  like  might  be  fostered. 

in  short,  the  Nevada  Wildlife  Federation,  Inc.,  would 
support  a  well  planned  development  which  would,  in 
essence,  greatly  restrict  usage  and  permanent  popu- 
lation in  the  area,  and  which  would  encourage  the 
reservation  of  extensive  areas  along  the  Colorado  Riv-: . 
itself  for  public  ownership. 

1  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  give  you  my  comments , 
and  kindest  personal  regards. 

Sincere 


WNC:lw 
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April  4,  1973 


United  States  Department 
of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land'  Management 
Nevada  State  Office  >-- 
Room  3008  -  Federal  .Building 
300  Booth  Street 

Reno,  Nevada  89502 

Attention}   Mr.  E.  I.  Rowland, 
state  Director,  Nevada 

Re:  '  Fort  Mohave  Proposed  Transfer 


VICE-PRES.    DISTRICT  WO.    1 

JOHN  SWEETLAND 
CARSON   CITY 


DIRECTORS: 

ANDREW  BURNETT,  SPARKS 

LOUIE  GARDELLA.  RENO 

AL  BERNADA,  RENO 

BURL  SUTER.   RENO 

MEL  FELESINA,  CARSON  CITY 

AL  RAICHE,   SPARKS 

MARY  GOJACK,  RENO 

BILL  BRUNELL,  SPARKS 

HEWITT  WELLS.   RENO 

RUSSELL  RHODIG,   SPARKS 

DON   OUILiCl,    CAKSON   CITY 

JAMES  TOONE,  RENO 


VICE-PRES.    DISTRICT  NO.    S 

SYLVAN  PETERS 
ELKO 


DIRECTORS: 

CLAUDE  GERBER.  BKSTH 
WM.  GREEN.  ELKO 
LINDA  WRI6HT.  DEETH 


VICE-PRES.    DISTRICT  NO.  4 

JEAN  DUHME,  ROUND  MOUNTAIN 


DIRECTOR: 

HANK  PUCKETT,   HAWTHOUMB 


VICE-PRES.    DISTRICT  NO.    ffi 
AL  STONE 


Dear  Eds 

This  letter  will  supplement  my  letter  of  February  21, 
1973,  as  relates  to  the  proposed  sale  of  Fort  Mohave 
lands  to  the  State  of  Nevada. 

At  the  outset,  it  should  be  noted  that  my  earlier 
letter  was  based  upon  the  limited  criteria  and 
information  which  was  available  to  me.   Thus,  I  had 
a  copy  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for 
the  proposed  sale,  and  had  discussed  same  with  cer- 
tain of  the  directors  of  the  Nevada  Wildlife  Federation 
from  the  southern  part  of  the  State.  Howevet,  I  did 
not  personally  conduct  an  exhaustive  study  of  the 
area (other  than  undertaking  a  complete  review  of  the 
Draft  Environmental  Statement)  and  I  have  not  visited 
the  area  of  the  proposed  sale  land.   I  was  also  under 
the  impression,  in  talking  with  various  individuals, 
that  some  sort  of  development,  including  residential, 
commercial  and  recreational  usages,  would  be  inevitable 
in  the  area.   I  am  now  informed  that  this  impression 
quite  possibly  was  in  error  and  that  development  of 
the  area  is  not  a  foregone  conclusion. 

In  view  of  all  of  the  above,  I  believe  that  some  sort 
of  re-evaluation  would  be  merited.   Quite  frankly, 
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United  States  Department 

'of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management      -2-  April  4,  1973 

we  feel  that  the  effects  of  commercial  development  upon  fragile 
areas  such  as  this  are'  potentially  devastating;  hence ,  our 
earlier  position  that  any  development  should  be  severely  limited 
as 'to  the  number  of  people  allowed.   In  such  fragile  areas,  the 
best  management  is  often  management  which  excludes  people, 
rather  than  fostering  their  presence.   While  I  am  always  very 
concerned  with  the  exclusion  of  people  from  a  given  area,  I 
recognise  that  this  occasionally  must  be  dcine ,  at  least  in  a 
limited  fashion, 

I  would  strongly  urge  that  a  careful  re-evaluation  Of  the 
nature  and  extent  of  possible  damage  to  the  desert  ecosystem 
in  the  proposed  area  be  undertaken.   If  it  appears  that  other 
areas  suitable  for  recreational  and  commercial  development 
exist  in  the  southern  part  of  the  State  of  Nevada,  the  usage 
of  which  would  npt  raise  the  possible  implications  covered  in 
this  letter,  it  would  appear  that  retention  of  the  subject  lands 
in  public  ownership  will  be  the  superior  alternative. 

I  would  appreciate  any  supplemental  information  concerning  this 
matter  which  your  office  may  have.   I  would  also  be  happy  to 
discuss  this  matter  further  with  your  staff. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration . 

Sincere lf^ 


WNC  s Iw 

cc:  National  Wildlife  Federation 

cc:  Mr.  William  Reavley, 

Western  Regional  Representative 
cc :  Mrs.  Camille  Monday,  Secretary 
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Sierra   club 


ih  11891 


Toiyabe  Chapter  -  Nevada  and  Eastern  California 


February  19,  1973 


E*I.  Rowland 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Room  3008  —  Federal  Building 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  Nevada  89502 


Dear  Mr.  Rowlands 


Youwill  find  attached  a  statement  presented; by  mykeli 
at  the  public  hearing,  February  15,  1973,  relative  to  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  prepared  by  the  Bureau  6i 
Land  Management  in  consideration  of  the  sale  of  the  Fort 
Mojave  lands  to  the  Nevada  State  Colorado  River  Commission. 
Please  enter  this  statement  into  the  record. 


Si#>cer.ely 


1/ 


tiling  /J 

Chairman,"  Las  Vegas  JSTroup 
Toiyabe  Chapter  Sierra  Club 
2004  Madeline  Dr. 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89108 

Enclosures 

Statement  on  Ft.  Mohave'  Draft  Environmental-  Impact  Statement 

ccs   Roger  Mitchell 

Toiyabe  Chapter  Chairman,  Sierra  Club  , 


251 


T»   explore,    enjoy,   ami   protect   the   natural    mountain    seine    .    . 


\ 


Statement  presented  at  the  public  hearing*  |  February  15.  1973.  relative 
to  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 

Management  In  consideration  of  the  sale  of  the  Fort-  ttajave  lands  to 
the  Navada  State  Colorado  River  Commission. 

The  Toiyabe  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club,  representing  the  Club  in 
Nevada  and  Eastern  California,  believes  that  the  Department  of  Interior 
should  decide  against  the  transference  of  this  land  to  the  Colorado 
River  Commission,  This  contention  Is  based  on  1.  the  undemonstrated 
need  for  additional  recreational  and  retirement  subdivisions,  coupled 
with  a  demonstrable  demand  for  parklands  and  undeveloped  river  frontage, 
and  2.  potential  congestion  on  the  river  from  boat  traffic  as  subdivi- 
sions become  fully  developed. 

First,  considering  the  need  for  more  recreational  and  retirement  sub- 
division developments  on  the  Colorado  River. 

With  respect  to  the  immediate  area,  the  impact  study  shows  10,000 
currently  available  lots  In  the  small  subdivisions  on  the  Arizona  side 
arid  9000  more  probable  In  the  Fort  Mojave  City  Indian  development. 
These  lots  alone  without  further  development  approximate  the,  projected 
needs  to  the  year  2000 .  The  statement  on  page  91  bf  the  draft  EIS 
that  development  of  the  transfer  lands  Is  a  potential  but  not  an 
Immediate  use  pressure  is  an  understatement  to  say  the  least.   Support- 
ing this  conclusion  Is  the  marketing  study  by  VTN  for  the  developers 
who  originally  proposed  plan  B,  as  it  relates  to  the  ease  of  selling 
suah   lots: 
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"The  marketing  program  must  be  ttell  planned  and  aggressively 
promoted,  comparable  to  previous  campaigns  undertaken  by  the 

developer," 

"Due  to  the  remoteness  of  the  site,  a  8fly~ln9  of  prespective 
buyers  should  be  part  of  the  program"  pg.  VII-16. 

"A  properly  structured  campaign  can  overcome  obstacles  as  to 
location, M 

"The  primary  factor  affecting  the  sales  potential  for  a  project 
is  the  marketing  program  undertaken*" 

The  buyers  are  evidently  not  likely  to  beat  a  path  to  such  developments 
without  considerable  enticement.  Is  it  the  purpose  of  these  federal 
lands  of  high  recreation  potential  to  be  used  as  bait  for  an  aggressive- 
ly  promoted  speculative  land  sales  campaign?} 

Consider  now  the  regional  needs  for  subdivision  development.  Any  . 

demand  for  second  home,  retirement,  recreation  subdivisions  should  be 
examined  regionally;  that  is,  one  should  consider  the  availability  of 
such  sites  on  the-'  whole  lower  Colorado  River,  for  which  all  of  metropol- 
itan southern  California' is  a  principle  market  area.  Any  recreational 
subdivision  in  the  transfer  lands  will  in  effect  have  to  compete  for 
sales  With  both  pre-existing  and  potential  river-oriented  subdivisions 
in  the  lands  farther  south  on  the  river. 

Let  us  Consider  what  now  is  available  regionally : 

1.  ■  Lake.Havasu  City.  The  VTN  study  shows  34,110  lots  and  28,000 

single-family  dwellings.,  Of  all  these  lots,  less  than  8%   are 

built; upon-  at  present*,  ;  It  is  apparent  why  a  sales  program  for 

either  plan , A  or.,  B  would  have  to  be  aggressively  promoted! 
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2.  Big  Elver.  This  is  a  Perm   Phillips  lot  sale  operation  on  11 
miles  of  river  frontage  on' the  Colorado  Indian  Reservation 
below  Parker .   Me  do  not  know  the  total  number  of  lots 
available  for  lease  but  it  must  be  in  the  thousands,  since 
the  projected  population  Is  in  the  range  of  28-3^  thousand 
and  21,000  acre-feet  of  water  have  been  reserved  by  the 
Indians  for  the  project . 

Compared  t©  what  is.  presently  available,  the  potential  for  developments 
regionally  is  even  more  impressive,  considering  primarily  the  vast 
Indian  lands,  water  resources  and  opportunities  yet  untouched; 

1.  There  are  barren  lands  relatively  useless  to  the  Indians. 

2.  There  are  water  rights  (patented?^  in  vast  quantities. 

3.  There  are  minimal  controls  on  developeants  which  the  Indians 

may  wish  to  support. 

As  an  example,  consider  the  Colorado  River  Indian  Reservation.  The 
tribe  has  vast  acreage  below  Parker  on  both  sides  of  the  Colorado  River, 
of  which  the  "Big  River"  development  Is  a  small  part.  The  potential 
river  frontage  must  run  to  well  over  100  allies,  and  water  rights 
(circa  I890)run  to"  717,000  acre»feet  (over  twice  the  entire  state  of 
Nevada  allotment i\   all  for  the  us®  of  250  bonafide  Colorado  Indians. 
A  little  closer  in,  the  Kojav©  Indians  have  122,000  acre-feet  of  water 
alloted  to  their  use  for  large  tracts  of  reservation  lands  in  Arizona  ' 
and-tfal.lT0r«lirt^ 

ment  in  Nevada  (12s000  acre-feet  of  this  water  must  come  out  of  Nevada ss 
share  of  the  Colorado  River  water,  according  to  the  draft  impact  state- 
ment) . 
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Clearly,  there  Is  no  demonstrated  local  or  regional  need  .for  more 
land  to  be  made  available  for  such  subdivisions *  at  least  in  the  life 
time  of  anyone  reading  this  statement., 

A  demonstrated  need  does  exist,  however,  for  public  water  front 
recreational  lands  on  the  lower  Colorado  liver*  Witness*  for  instance, 
the  impact  of  development  and  visitor  use  on  the  Parker  Strip: 

1.  A  reservation  system  has  been  Imposed  at  Buckskin  State  Park 

in  Arizona, 

2.  A  greatly  augmented  Arizona  Highway  Patrol  has  been  assigned 
to  Parker  on  weekends* 

The  transfer  area  retained  in  some  form  of  public  ownership  could  help 
reduce  the  pressure  on  these  over- utilized  impacted  recreational  areas . 
Park  lands  on  the  transfer  area  would  provide  essentially  the  only  such 
uses  between  Davis  Dam  and  Ueedles. 

The  second  point  which  needs  adequate  consideration  is  the  contribution 
to  riVer  congestion  resulting  from  such  plans  as  HAM  &t   WBW<  There  are 
10,000  houseboat  lots  planned,  and  some  of  these  large  boats  #111  pre- 
sumably Venture  forth  on  the  river *  There  are  19*700  single  and  multi- 
faniiy  lots*  Msktiy   of  these  have  water  frontage  on  the  many  lagoons 
proposed*  if  one  sixth  of  them  are  so  located  we  would  have  3000  water 
front  lots,  most  Of  which  would  have  b©#ti,  considering  the  preislum 
price  paid  for  that  priviledge.  But  all  29*000  lots  have  access  to 
the  river*  If*  as  stated  on  page  103  of  th«  impact  statement*  the  river 
between  Davis  Dam  and  Needle S  has  a  capacity  for  ?28  boats  (presumably 
all  well' distributed),  what  kind  of  impact  can  be  expected  When  a  large 
number  of  beats  from  the  proposed  29*000  lots  Is  adde&  to  It  thos« 

already  on  the  rlVs?  frota  ffemilles  on  the  Arizen®  Side,  2;  those  from 
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the  possible  10,000  lots  still  available  for  sal®  on  the  Arizona  side, 
and  3.  those  setting  forth  from  the  9000  lots  of  Fort  Mojave  City.  The 
thought  is  rather  chilling} 

In  conclusion,  the  Sierra  Club  urges  that  the  impact  study  recommenda- 
tions for  land  use  on  this  parcel  allow  for  truly  long  range  flexibility. 
The  whole  lower  Colorado  Elver  basin  is  experiencing  rapid  growth  with» 
out  regional  planning.  The  result  Is  competing  and  conflicting  uses 
that  often  lead  to  a  deteriorating  environment.  The  Parker  Strip  Is 
perhaps  the  beat  example.  Also,  there  are  vast  sections,  private  hold- 
ings and  Indian  lands,  over  which  very  little  control  or  direction  in 
planning  can  be  exerted.  Therefore  in  those  few  areas,  such  as  the 
proposed  transfer  lands  where  long  range  flexibility  can  be  maintained, 
it  would  seem  in  the  best  interest  of  all  the  people  in  the  region  to 
proceed  with  caution. 

The  Sierra  Club  believes  that  long  range  flexibility  can  best  be  obtained 
by  keeping  such  lands  in  the  public  domain  under  government  control.   It 
also  believes  that  the  best  protection  for  the  lands  would  be  achieved 
under  the  responsive  management  of  the  Nevada  State  Park  System.  The 
Club  suggests,  therefore,  that  a  sixth  alternative  be  considered  in  the 
impact  statement,  that  of  transfer  to  the  Nevada  Park  System.   »*  seems 
quite  probable  that  legislation  could  be  secured  which  would  free  Nevada 
from  the  6400  acre  limitation  on  annual  federal  land  acquisitions 
imposed  by  the  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act, 
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State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

United  States  Department  of  the  interior 

300  Booth  Street 

fteno,  Nevada  89502 

bear  Sir: 

I  am  the  Superintendent  of  a  Maintenance  facility  located 
in  southern  Clark  County  near  Davis  Dam.  This  is  a  per- 
manent facility  with  eighty  four  employees.  Due  to  the 
absence  of  housing  or  any  other  domestic  or  community  im- 
provements in  southern  Clark  County,  these  employees  must 
live  either  in  Arizona  or  California,  a  considerable  dis- 
tance from  their  place' of  employment. 

\  understand  that  a  Master  Plan  for  the  development  of  this 
locality  has  been  prepared  by  the  Colorado  River  Commission 
and  accepted  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

i  respectfully  urge  that  this  Plan  or  some  other  suitable 
plan  be  implemented  as  soon  as  possible. 

Action  of  this  type  is  required  to  promote  the  well  being 
and  employment  stability  of  citizens  employed  in  this  locality. 
The  opportunity  to  reside  and  raise  their  families  as  near  as 
possible  to  the  place  of  employment  is  eminently  desirable. 

Very  Truly  Yours, 


Manse 1  E.  Phil  1 ips 
Superintendent,  Mohave 
Maintenance  Center 


MEP:Cb 
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P.O.  BOX  99554 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94109 
(415)928-8469 


Fberuary  26 ,  1973 


VK7 


E.I,  Rowland 

State  Dire  ctor 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Room  30089  Federal  Bldg. 

300  Booth  Street 

Reno.,  Nevada  89502 

Dear  Mr,,  Rowland: 


We  urge  the  implementation  of  Alternative  D  -  the  retention  of  the  9  000 
acre  Fort  Mohave  lands,  in  southern  Clark  County,  Nevada,  in  public 
ownership*. 

We  object  to  this  disposal  on  the  grounds  that* 

1.  It  has  habitat  for  five  (5)  endangered  species | 

2.  Only  occurence  of  smoke  trees  in  Nevada? 

3«  Contains  one  of  three  (3)  remaining  lower  Sonoran  Colorado  desert 
riparian  life  zones  left  along  ths  Colorado  River; 

U*  Retention  of  this  tract  is  essential  to  diversity  of  wildlife 

dependent  on  the  riparian~alluvial  fan  ecotone  -  and  for  preserving 
an  environment  known  to  contain  several,  rare  and  unusual  plants 
for  Nevada) 

?.  Violates  spirit  of  NEPA  law,  because  it  is  certain  to  be  intensely 
developed  once  transferred  to  the  Colorado  River  Commission. 

We  also  request  that  this  letter  be  included  In  the  final  Impact  statement. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  in  this  important  matter. 


s 


Sincerely,, 


Michael  Phillips  ( 

President 

For  The  Board 


STATEMENT  m   CALIFORNIA   AND  NEVADA  DEVELOPMENT  ££3 

ORGANIZATION  ^^ 

ON  JJ. 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  X* 

FOR  THE  SALE  OF 
FORT  MOHAVE  LANDS  TO  STATE  OF  NEVADA 

The  California  and  Nevada  Development  Organisation 
offers  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Task  Force  its  most 
hearty  congratulations  upon  its  completion  of  the  Draft  En- 
nironmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  sale  of  Fort  Mohave  Lands 
to  the  State  of  Nevada.  This  was  a  monumental  task  to  be  done 
in  so  short  a  time  and  is  a  job  well  done. 

It  is  $  however sunfortunate  that  the  scope  of  the  Statement 
could  not  have  been  broader  and  considered  the  impact  of  dev- 
elopment or  no -development  of  the  subject  area  upon  the  entire 
Lower  River  Basin, both  above  and  below  the  subject  area.  In- 
sufficient emphasis  is  placed  upon  the  inter -relationship  of 
the  subject  area  and  the  adjacent  development  areas  in  Arizona 
and  the  Indian  Reservation, as  well  as  possible  activities  on 
the  Lake  Mead  Recreation  Area  and.  the  adjoining  lands  now  under 
the  control  of  BLM  and  Bureau  of  Reclamation.  Whatever  happens 
to  the  subject  area  will  have  a  significant  impact  upon  both 
sides  of  the  remainder  of  the  River  Basin, just  as  the  fate  of 
the  rest  of  the  Basin  will  inevitably  have  an  impact  upon 
the  environment  of  the  subject  area. 

It  is  also  unfortunate  that  the  respective  positions  of 
the  Cblorado  River  Commission, the  State  of  Nevada  arid  the  Sec- 
retary1 of  the  Interior^ as  contracting  parties, are  not  more 
clearly  defined  and  that  the  Acts  ©f  Congress  and  the  State 
of  Nevada, and  the  contracts  governing  the  past, present  and 
future  activities  in  the  subject  area  are  not  more  clearly 
identified.  It  is  especially  unfortunate  that  the  Draft  En- 
vironmental Statement  was  not  predicated  upon  the,  Colorado 
River  Commission  Master  Plan  as  submitted  and  accepted  by 

both  the  Congress  and  the  Secretary  and  as  provided  in  the 
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Gontract  Amendment  of  23  March, 1972," 

While  Alternates  A  and  B  serve  a  purpose  as  a  compar- 
ison of  low  or  high  density  development  as  opposed  to  no  dev* 
elopmehtfthey  do  not  relate  in  either  time, purpose  or  area. 
It  would  appear  that  the  interests  of  all  concerned  might  ha*ve 
been  better  served  by  following  the  Contract  terms  regard- 
ing use  of  the  Colorado  River  Commission  Master  Plan  as  a  firm 
base  of  predicatieii. 

Since  the  c©s»pi  -  Ion  of  the  Dams  on  the  Lower  River  many 
years  ago* a  River  environment  has  ceased  to  exist.  The  River 
has  long  be'en  reduced  to  a  chain  of  man  made  lakes, connected 
-bya  series  of  man  made  inter  lake  aqueducts  flowing  in  thorough- 
ly trained  channels, albeit  the  environment  may  still  be  water 
oriented.  Nevertheless, the  environment , as  well  as  now  existing 
ecosystems , are  almost  entirely  and  irreversibly  man  made  and 
man  controlled.  We  believe  that  this  fact  has  been  consider- 
ably under emphasized. 

Development  has  in  the  past  occured,and  is  presently  con- 
tinuing, on  the  scattered  parcels  of  privately  owned  land  which 
lie  both  within  and  adjacent  to  the  subject  area  and  there  is 
.no  assurance  that  coordination  of  planning  will  be  possible 
between  these  rather  widely  separated  efforts  unless  they  can 
all  be  keyed  to  a  major  planned  development  such  as  is  cover- 
ed by  the  Colorado  River  Commission  Master  Plan,  These  scatter- 
ed developments, which  will  increase  in  number, will  inevitably 
attract  more  and  more  people  to  the  area  and, lacking  the  con- 
trols which  could  be  easily  imposed  by  a  major  community, 
create1  a  great  transient  overpopulation  and  over  use  of  the 
area,  A  pertinent  "horrible  example"  of  the  results  of  uncon- 
trolled use  is  the  so-called  "Eleven  Mile  strip"  below  the 
Parker  Dam, now  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Managem1  ent . 
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We  question  the  propriety  of  including  in  the  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  that  section  entitled  "Mitigating  Meas- 
ures Included  in  the  Proposed  Action"  in  that  it  appears  to 
seek  to  influence  the  Secretary's  decision.  In  any  case, we  be- 
lieve that  there  can  never  be  grounds  fdr  the  inclusion  of  a 
reversion  clause  in  any  patent  issuing  from  the  United  States 
to  the  State  of  Nevada  through  the  Colorado  River  Commission. 
Reversion  in  itself  could  never  mitigate  any  environmental 
damage  which  might  occur  and  would  serve  only  to  completely 
prevent  financing  of  any  development  effort.  Certainly  the 
Congress, in  its  wisdom, recognized  this  fact, as  it  recognized 
that  the  State „ County  and  Local  Governments  are  completely 
capable  of  controlling  and  planning  development  in  the  subject 
area  once  clear  title  is  passed. 

The  California  and  Nevada  Development  Organization! CANDO) 

is  grateful  for  the  opportunity  of  submitting  these  comments. 

Respectfully  submitted 
CALIFORNIA  and  NEVADA  DEVELOPMENT  ORGANIZATION 


Karl  P. Weikel, Chairman 
Steering  Committee 

P.O.Box' ?68 

Searchlight,  Nevada  890^-6 
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SOUTHPOiNT,  NEVADA.  7f^  ■ 

INK  298-2311  Mai1:  Post  Office  Bo*  1007 

Bullhead  City,  Arizona  86430 


February  2?s  1973 


State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

U.  S.  Department  of  t>*  Interior 

300  Booth  Street 

Reno,  Nevada  89502 

Dear  Sir: 

As  a  concerned  citizen  working  in  Southern  Nevada,  I 
wish  to  register  my  vote  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  complete  arrangements  to  transfer  the  Port 
Mohave  lands  to  the  State  of  Nevada,  the  area  possess- 
ing the  best  acreage  south  of  Davis  Dam,  suitable  for 
development  for  housing,  stores,  streets,  schools  and 
the  other  necessary  parts  of  a  community! 

At  the  present  time,  only  a  handful  of  workers  in  this 
area  can  live  in  Nevada  and  there  is  no  suitable  land 
available  for  housing  subdivisions.  We  are  exporting 
payrolls  of  over  $6  million  per  year  now,  and  that  ^s 
only  a  fraction  of  what  they  will  be  by  19^0 .  The  total 
environment  will  be  better  kept  if  developed,  and  the 
needs  of  our  people  will  be  met.   It  also  will  be  a 
great  economic  asset  to  the  State  of  Nevada  and  to  Clark 
County. 


IS:dg 


Respectfully  yours, 

I.   Soper 


:■.  0 , 


In  Las  Vegas  —  It's  Tim  Sun 

Las  Vegas 

M»na»  waits  aai  xM-mmt  sm  nfiewBT 
H.  M.  "HANK"  GREENSPUN,  Publisher 


> 


•mw 


P.  0.  Box  4275  ffi$ 
LAS  VEGAS,  NEVADA     89106      -?  ; 


121  SOUTH  HIGHLAND      •     TELEPHONE  385-3111 

February  1,  1973 
E«  I.  Rowland, 
levada  State  Director, 
Bureau,  of  Land  Management 
TJ.  S.  Dept.  of  Interior 
Roao,  Nevada 

Dear  Mr.  Rowlands 

Thank  you  for  your  invitation  to  eorament  on  the  draft 
environmental  statement  prepared  for  proposed  development  of 
9,000  acres  of  land  ©n  the  Colorado  River  near  Port  Mokave. 

the  STJH.t-s  comments  appeared  in  ©ur  editorial  dated 
Feb.  •!»  We  ask  that  these  comments  b©  considered  along  with 
others  you  may  receive  ©n  the  matter® 

/ 

Should  BoL.M.  want  to  open  61  seusslons  ©a  disposition 
©f  the  remaining  86  per  cent  ©f  Nevada's  lands  that  ar<& 
federally  ©wned,   Jet  us  know. 


RespeetfjAlly  yours, 


JIM  BARROWS 
Associate  Editor 
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MEMBER        AMERICAN    NEWSPAPER    PUBLISHERS    ASSOCIATION  •  AUDIT    BUREAU    OF    CIRCULATIONS 

UNITED  PRESS  INTERNATIONAL  •  NEVADA  STATE  PRESS  ASSOCIATION  »  CALIFORNIA  NEWSPAPER  PUBLISHERS  ASSOCIATION 


38        Las  Vegas  SUM 


Thursday,  Fsb.  f,  1973 


Today's  Editorial 

River  Property 
Should  Be  I 
In  Staters  Hands 

There's  9,900  acres  of  federal  laud  at  Nevada's  sachem  Op  smack  dab  on  the 
Colorado  River. 

.    The  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  a  federal  agency  rants  to  tow  what  to  cfc 
With  the  land. 

Should  it  be  developed  into  a  city  of  30,890  residents,  ttrfgfh&t  m  ssaiy 
people  for  the  property?  Shoald  the  federal  government  keep  it,  ear  shsstlfi  the 
State  of  Nevada  take  title  to  the  property? 

'  The  SUN  urges  that  the  federal  government  place  title  to  the  property  to  the 
state's  hands.  The  state  could  then  hold  the  property  in  public  trust  until  its  need  for 
development  arises-either  for  commercial,  industrial  and  residential  development 
of  .some  sort  by  a  sound,  sincere  investment  group,  or  for  development  as  a  stats' 
■park. 

Considering:  The  Alternatives 

Oar  lessoning  Is  simple:  86  per  cent  of  &e  State  of  Nevadfe  is  mmi  hf  fee 
federal  government.  Transfer  of  title  to  a  prospective  developer  tai  m.  overaijM 
tbisg.  It  takes  time— months,  possibly  years. 

With  the  state  having  title  to  the  choice  river-rroiit  pvtsperty,  $a  $fle 
would  be  in  a  position  to  plan  more  quickly  and  efficiently  for  its  develop- 
ment, either  under  the  state's  master  plan  for  parks,  or  for  investigg&m  for 
possible  sale  to  a  reputable  developer. 

The  land  is  95  miles  southeast  of  Las  Vegas.  Colorado  River  frontage  would 
teake  an  excellent  weekend  retreat  for  hundreds  of  campers  and  boaters  who  are 
already  finding  Lake  Mead  over-crowded. 

Some  Old  Development  Flans 

Two  of  the  old  proposals  for  private  development  of  the  land  ware  ffianVby  R. 
«tf&  Beaumont  and  Eisner-Stewart. 

The  Beaumont  plan  would  have  4,250  acres  of  one-family  homes,  1 ,5§8  acres  of 
apartments,  and  850-scre  trailer  park,  200  acres  for  hotels  and  600  acres 
munity  facilities  and  open  space. 

The  Beaumont  plan  would  pack  198,000  people  into  S.OGO  ams 
That's  too  many  for  comfort.  More  and  more  people  today  are  si  ii 
just  get  away  from  such  a  ra:  race.  They  seek  solitude,  clean  air  ;n       . 
place  to  get  away  from  it  ail,  even  if  it's  only  for  a  weekend. 

The  Eisner-Stewart  plan  wouid  have  420  acres  for  resorts,  1  1  seres  for 
homes,  1,000  acres  for  public  recreation,  6,000  acres  for  "open  space  reserve."  It 
Still  would  create  a  city  of  30,000  residents.  That's  still  an  awful  lot  of  people, 
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Take  Oregon,  For  Instance 

Oregon  Is  slightly  smaller  than  Nevada,  with  more  than  two  million  residents, 
©regonians  are  already  forming  groups-  to  keep  people  away, . 

■    They  put  owl  news  stones  osi  how  cold  the  weather  is,  low  heavy  it  raised 
i ■ . .  al!  with  the  geaeral  message  that  visitors  are  welcome,  but  don't  plan  on 
-;  staying. 

,.  ■  ■:  Nevada  is  the  nation's  seventh  largest  state;  Oregon's  t&i% 

.  But,  where  Oregonians  spread  oat  over  their  land,  Newwlats  are  forced  v$& 
tight  big  and  little  communities,  all  surrounded  by  federally-owned  land. 

■ ' '  ' ;     Better  than  2,060  new  Isomes  were  started  ia  Clark  C«raiy  last  year.  We 
'.  still  don't  know  where  the  people  sre  coming  from,  hut  we  S&ink  one  of  their 
.reasons  for  moving  fere  is  the  climate.  Another  could  fee  feat  the  state's  tax 
-  Structure  appeals  to  retired  persons. 

But  once  they're  here,  where  do  we  all, go  to  get  away  from  It  all? 

Short  Drive  For  Weekenders 

.  >  Should  boaters  have  to  go  to  Pyramid  Lake,  Lahontan  Reservoir  (ap  Nfafls)  egr 

Parker  Dam  (down  South)  to  enjoy  a  weekend  outing? 

Should  campers  have  to  search  out  seldom-used  tails  in  Arizona,  ar  Dealh 
Valley,  for  a  weekend  of  solitude? 

Hardly. 

With  9,000  acres  of  land  a  88-minsite  drive  from  Las  Vegas,  campers  and 
..  boaters  would  be  able  to  enjoy  themselves  without  the  tesf  jswn  of  a  half  -day's 

drive. 

I  If  the  federal  government  keeps  title  to  the  property,  it  will  constantly  hear  the 
J|ue  and  cry  that  we're  being  packed  into  a  sardine  can  became  tiie  f  ederales  won't 
refequish  any  land  to  anyone. 

)  -The 'wisest  course  of  action  would  be  for  the  federal  government  to  transfer 
ownership  of. the  Southern  Nevada  property  to  a  state  agency«-either  the  Colorado 
River  Commission  of  Nevada  or  the  agency  controlling  state  parks. 

In  this  way,  plans  could  be  more  quickly  implemessfed  at  the  state  level 
'■  for  the  highest  and  best  possible  use  of  the  9,000  acres,  rather  than  waiting 
;  several  years  for  the  massive  volume  of -paperwork  to  flow  from  Washington. 

*  Nevadans  treasure  their  land.  They  should  be  the  ones  who  decide  its  use  when 
Use  time  arises,  and  that  time  isn't  too  far  off. 
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SAMUEL   M.  FORD.  M.  D.  XL     .     '7/> ;/ 

910  EAST  SAHARA 
LAS  VEGAS,    NEVADA 


/V  A 


TELEPHONE-,  73S-93I7 

2-22-73 

Mr.  Ken  Reinhardt 

Chairman,  BLM  Task  Force,  Ft,  Mohave  Lands  Disposal 

Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

Federal  Building, 

300  Booth  St. 

Reno,  Nevada 

Lear  Mr.  Reinhardt; 

I  would  .like  to  have  the  following  comments  -entered  into 
the  record  of  the  proceedings  of  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  on  the  Ft.  Mohave  Lands  held  in  Las  Ve»as. 
15  Feb.  1973. 

As  you  know  I  confined  my  oral  and  written  remarks  at  the 
hearing  to  the  projected  water  salvage  by  phreatophyte  control 
on  the  flood  plain.  Enclosed(#l)  are  the'  comments  of  Dr. 
Gary  Cunningham^  Assoc.  Prof,  of  Biology,  Uni.  of  New 
Mexico  State,  Las  Graces,  New  Mexico  who  is  considered  a 
specialist  in  plant  evapotranspiration.  After  reviewing 
the  pertinent  material  from  the  Draft  and  the  USGS  report 
of  Dr.  Rush  he  concludes  as  I  did  that  no  saving  of  water 
will  accrue  from  marina  construction  as  envisioned  in  Plan 
A  or  B.  Instead,  it  is  more  likely  there  will  be  a  loss 
greater  than  nowexists  from  evapotranspiration  of  the 
indigenous  phreatophytes. 

I  would  now  like  to  direct  your  attention  to  some  of  the 
remarks  of  Mr.  Donald  Faff,  Administrator  of  the  Colorado 
River  Commission  at  that  hearing.  He  dwell;  at  length  on 
the  intent  of  Congress  and  the  State  that  these  lands 
must  be  transfered  to  the  CRC  I  have  devoted  a,  great 
deal  of  time  to  researching  this  "intent"  and  would  like 
to  have  these  following  comments  introduced  in  the  record 
as  time  did  not  permit  oral  presentation. 

First  let  us  examine  Congressional  intent.  In  the  Amendment 
to  the  Contract  of  Sale  Pursuant  to  the  Act  of  April  22,  I960 
PL  86-433  it  states  "  V/hereas  it  was  the  intent  of  Congress. . . 
that  the  U.S.,  should  convey  to  the  CRC  the  land  known  as  the 
transfer  area;"   The  tense  of  the  verb  should  be  noted.  In 
section  2.  of  PL  86-433  it  is  clear  that  the  intent  of  Congress 
wag  that  segreation  of  the  lands  was  to  be  for  a  fini+e  period 
of  time,  10  years  from  the  date  of  the  Act.  Extensions . beyond 
that  date  22  April,  1970  were  purely  discreationary  by  the 
Secretary.  In  Sec. 3  the  filinr  of  any  application,  if  recieved 
by  the  Secretary  priorto  the  expiration  holds  the  lands 
segreated  until  such  application  Is  disposed  of  by  the  Secretary. 
It  does  not  require  that  he  Is  bound  to  transfer  the  lands. 
An  application  based  on  a  Master  Plan  that  as  you  point  out 
in  the  Draft  was  only  a  man  with  no  accompaning  written  text 
is  weak  indeed.  In  the  light  of  recent  judicial  decisions 
it  is  questionable  whether  the  acceptance  of  such  a  fragmentary 
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document  by  the  Secretary  constitutes  a  valid  application. 

It  is  obvious  that  intent, Congressional  or  otherwise,  changes 
with  time.  One  has  only  to  remember  the  change  in  Congressional 
intent  as  it  regards  the  Vietnam  war  from  the  Gulf  of  Tonkin 
Resolution  to  the  present.  The  changes  in  Congressional  intent 
as  it  regards  the  environment  have  been  no  less  dramatic. 
Perhaps  this  is  why  Congress  clearly  circumscribed  their 
intent  to  a  10  year  period.  In  any  case,  the  stated  intent     i 
of  Congress  15  years  ago  can  hardly  be  translated  by  the  CRC 
into  an  unwavering  committment  for  transfer  today  in  the  light 
of  changing  concepts  of  land  use  and  environmental  protection. 

Let  me  now  turn  to  the  intent  of  the  State  of  Nevada  as 
expressed  in  the "Ft,  Mohave  Valley  Development  law."  We  are 
fortunate  in  this  regard  that  every  piece^  of  state  legislation 
relating  to  the  Ft.  Mohave  lands  was  introduced  by  one  man, 
State  Senator  Kahlon  Brown.  I  questioned  him  as  to  his  intent 
in  introducing  this  legislation  and  the  subsequent  amendments 
in  a  meeting  on  19  Feb ,1973.  He  said  that  it  had  been  brought 
to  his  attention  that  this  land  was  the  last  unclaimed  land 
in  Nevada  along  the  Colorado  River  and  it  seemed  that 
with  the  river  abutting  it  the  land  could  be  developed  into 
productive  farms  or  used  for  recreational  purposes.  No  specifics 
for  second  home  subdivisions  or  a  requirement  that  the  land 
had  to  generate  the  highest  possible  tax  base  were  primary 
considerations.  He  also  commented  that  it  is  obvious  that 
"intent  changes  in  the  light  of  changing  conditions"  and 
what  might  have  been  valid  14  years  ago  may  not  be  so  now, 

I  have  examined  the  State  Senate  Journals  of  each  day  on 
which  a  change  in  the  enabling  legislation,  The  Ft.  Mohave 
Valley  Development  Law  occured.  There  is  no  record  of  printed 
remarks  of  any  discussion  of  intent.   In  Tact  the  only  publicly 
recorded  reference  to  intent  is  that  ir  a  20  Feb  l'9"60  news 
release  in  the  Las  Vegas  Review- Journal  in  which  "Senator  Brown 
said  the  land  is  the  last'  unclaimed  ground  along  the  Colorado 
River  and  proposed  the  land  be  used  for  recreational  and 
agricultural  purposes."  For  one  so  concerned  about  intent, 
it  should  be  noted  that  the  CRC  has  already  abrogated  the 
intent  by  introducing  a  conflicting  industrial  land  use,  the 
Ft.  Mohave  steam  plant, 

SB  17  1960  added  para.  2,  to  Ch,  321.510  of  the  Nevada  Revised 
Statutes  which  bears  slgnif igantly  on  intent.  "The  commission 
may  relinquish  all  rights,  powers  and  privileges  it  may  have" 
to  purchase any  portion,,  part  or  parcel  of  t'-e  lands...". 
This  clearly  expresses  the  legislative  intent  that  should 
conditions  change  the  CRC  acting  on  behalf  of  the  State  of 
Nevada  and  its  people's  interests  could  forego  further 
aquisitions. 

Thus  it  is  apparent  that  neither  the  people  of  the  State  of 
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Nevada,  their  electeu  representatives  or  the  Congress  gave 
any  firm  unyeilding  mandate  that  these  lands  catagorical]y 
shall  be  transfered  to  the  CRC, 

Mr.  Paff's  statements  concern? nrr  the  relation  of  the  transfer 
area  to  the  LMNRA  and  the  proposed  25-0  A.  park  site  set  aside 
"by  the  CRC  seemed  to  infer  not  enough  weight  v/as  ^iven  to 
existing  and  proposed  recreational  areas  in  evaluating  the 
possible  need  for  more  by  the  draft  team.  It  is  common 
knowledge  that . the  nearest  1MNRA  facility,  Katherine's  Landing 
is  already  recieving  almost  maximal  use  and  further  residen 
development  in  the  Mohave  Valley  will  require  an  expansion 
of  facilities  there.   It  should  be  noted  that  the  closest 
LMNRA  facilities  are  all  lake  oriented  and  not  river  oriented 
as  recreation  in  the  transfer  area  would  be. 

The  "proposed  park  in  the  transfer  area"  w'-ich  Mr.  Paff  suggests 
would  handle  the  demand  from  further  subdivision  activity 
has  an  interesting  history  as  to  how  it  was  chosen.  I  refer 
to  the  remarks  of  Osman  J.  Ramsey  "  Appraisal  of  the  land 
in  the  Ft,,  Mohave  Act"  Jan.  1962  BLM  File#  055704  (in  your 
Reno,Nev„  office).  Mr.  Ramsey  said"  Area  III  is  the  poorest 
of  the  project  and  is  rough  and  mountainous  in  character. 
The  area  is  deeply  and  profueely  dissected  and  passable  only 
on  foot  or  horseback..  This  area  is  so  rough  that  it  precludes 
subdivision  but  does  lend  itself  for  development  sb   a  State  Pari 
with  horseback  riding  and  nature  trails,"  It  doesn't  take 
much  prescience  to  realize  the  CRC's  designation  of  this 
site  as  the  state  park  was  based  more  on  its  limitations 
for  subdivision  than  its  acceptability  as  a  recreation  area,. 
The  CRC  did  include  a  strip  of  river  frontage  and  lagoon 
in  the  proposed  site,,  but  a  look  at  a  topography  map  shows 
the  rest  of  the  site  to  be  virtually  unusable.  Thus  the  2500  A 
park  shrinks  to  the  narrow  P  300  A.  of  river  flood  plain. 

In  refering  to  the  "proposed  State  Park"  the  Draft  said  on 
page  72  that  the  area  was  under  Nevada  State  Park  Div,  manage- 
ment. This  is  in  error,  the  transfer  is  still  in  the  proposal 
stance.  Further,  the  Draft  did  not  mention  that  the  CRC  has 
given  patent  for  a  small  parcel  within  the  site  to  the  Boy 
Scouts.  While  laudable,  it  obviously  complicates  management. 
of  the  entire  area  by  the  NSP  Department  and  diminishes  the 
overall  attractiveness  of  the  site  as  a  state  park. 

Finally  no  comment  on  the  hearing  would  be  complete  without 
reference  to  the  statement  of  Mr.  Claypool  of  the  Needles,  Gal: 
Chamber  of  Commerce.  It  is  ironic  that  the  major  push  for 
high  density  development  came  from  a  group  of  non-residents 
of  Nevada  whose  sole  interest  is  the  economic  benefit  Co 
be  derived  from  an  increase  in  their  business  wi thout  any 
of  the  responsibility  to  provide  attendant  services.    """ 

Since/ely  yours %^, — - 

Samuel  M.  Ford,  MB 
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Dr.  Samuel  M.  Ford 
910  East  Sahara 
Las  Vegas ,  Nevada 

Dsar  Dr.  Ford; 

The  following  is  in  regard  to  the  questions  you  raised  in  your  letter  of 
5  February  concerning  the  proposed  njarina  development  on  the  Colorado  River . 
I  have  only  had  time  to  briefly  look  over  the  material  you  sent  along,  but  I 
would  like  to  make  a  few  comments  wh,  ich  I  feel  are  relevant . 

The  critical  question  as  you  have  pointed  out  is:  Will  the  proposed 
modifications  increase,  decrease  or  not  change  the  amount  of  water  evapotrans- 
pired  from  the  area;  This  question,  as  you  might  imagine,  is  very  difficult 
to  answer  without  more  details  on  the  proposed  project  and  some  careful  on-site 
measurements.  My  general  impression,  for  reasons  which  I  will  detail  below,  is 
that  the  most  likely  effect  of  the  proposed  project  will  be  to  increase  the 
water  loss  by  evapotranspiration,  Certainly  it  is  very  unlikely  that  any  water 
could  be  salvaged  from  decreased  evapotranspiration  for  domestic  use. 


It  appears  that  some  vegetation  will  be  left  on  the  site—or  that  ornamentals 
will  be  planted.  Even  if  this  is  not  done  vegetation  will  return  to  the  cleared 
and  filled  land  areas.  The  islands  are  too  small  to  ele^tively  remove  vegetation 
on  them  from  access  to  water  in  the  marina.  The  total  effect  will  be  to  create 
a  situation  where  small  patches  of  open  water  and  islands  of  vegetation  are 
intermixed  with  bare  surface  i.e.  roads,  lots,  buildings,  etc.  Thus  the  area 
will  be  a  mosaic  of  small  evaporating  areas  among  small  non-evaporating  areas, 
all  surrounded  by  a  large  non-evaporating  area.  Advected  heat  and  dry  air  from 
the  non-evaporating  areas  will  increase  water  loss  from  the  evaporating  areas. 
This  is  the  well  known  "oasis"  effect  which  leads  to  much  higher  evapotranspiration 
than  would  otherwise  be  expected. 

E    As  near  as  I  can  tell  from  your  information  the  estimates  of .present  levels 
of  evapotranspiration  have  been  made  by  correcting  a  theoretical  value  for  100% 
volume  density  of  the  vegetation  to  the  observed  volume  density  of  that  species. 
This  procedure  introduces  a  great  deal  of  error.  The  water  loss  from  any  one 
species  is  dependent  on  the  density  of  all  vegetation  ih  a  stand  and; not  on  the 
density  of  that  species  alone  as  the  USGS  calculations  seem  to  indicate.  In 
a  recent  paper  in  Volume  6,  1970,  of  the  journal  Water  Resources  Research  T.E. A. 
Van  Hylchama  of  the  USGS  has  presented  evidence  which  snakes  the  use  of  corrected 
volume  density  measurements  questionable  in  estimating  evapotranspiration. 
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"It  has  been  common  practice  [Gatewood  et  al.,  1960;  Subcommittee  on 
Phreatophytes ,  1958;  but  not  Horton  et  al,,  1964]  to  use  a  volume  density 
correction  factor  in  the  computations  or  estimates  of  water  use  by  phreato- 
phytes.  If  the  volume  density  at  the  time  of  measurement  was  50%,  it  was 
assumed  that  the  water  use  under  100%  conditions  would  be  twice  as  much. 
Under  the  circumstances  of  the  experiment  described  above,  this  is  not 
necessarily  so.  The  tanks  deprived  of  50%  of  their  transpiring  surface  used 
only  10%  to  15%  less  water  than  a  control  stand.  Obviously,  these  possibilities 
have  to  be  taken  into  account  when  estimating  water  use  under  natural  conditions 
On  the  one  hand,  the  investigator  knows  the  amount  of  water  loss  from  a  100% 
volurae  density  stand  and  divides  this  amount  in  half  for  areas  with  only  50% 
volume  density.  His  estimate  of  actual  water  losses  will  then  be  too  low.  On 
the  other  hand,  if  a  certain  water  use  by  a  stand  of  50%  volume  density  is 
measured,  a  prediction  as  to  what  might  happen  when  this  stand  develops  to  jt00% 
volume  density  will  lead  to  conclusions  that  may  be  grossly  Overestimated." 
The  latter  was  probably  done  in  getting  the  100%  volume  density  values  used  by 
the  USGS. 

In  summary  the  amount  of  water  evapotranspired  before  and  after  the 
proposed  project  ahould  be  carefully  evaluated  using  the  most  up-to-date 
techniques.  This  has  apparently  not  been  done  and  you  should  insist  that  it.be 
done  and  the  information  included  in  any  environmental  impact  analysis.  The 
information  can  only  be  gotten  by  careful  on-site  measurement  of  current  evapo- 
transplratlon  and  meterological  parameters.  A  more  detailed  evaluation  of 
ornamental  and  native  vegetation  on  the  project  site  would  also  be  needed. 

i     I  hope  these  comments  will  be  of  some  value  to  you  and  if  I  can  be  of  any 
further  help,  please  let  me  know. 

Sincerely, 


Gary  L.  Cunningham 

Associate  Professor  of  Biology 


GLC/jg 
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Thursday,  Fab.  1,  1973  ' 


Todmy's  Editorial 

River  Property 
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,  -  .There's  8,000  acres  of  federal  land  at  Nevada's  scatters  tip  smack  dab  oa  the 
Colorado  River. 

'  ■  'The  Bureau  of  Land  MaaagsaSBut,  a  federal  agency,  waste  to  feoow  wiat  to  do 
■jtiBb  the  land. 

iTaoald  is  be  developed  into  a  city  of  30,600  residents,  wis  that  too  many 
people  for  the  property?  Should  the  federal  government  keep  it,  or  should  the 
State  of  Nevada  take  title  to-5Jse  property? 

The  SUN  urges  that  the  federal  government  place  title  to  the  property  In  the 
State's  hands.  The  state  could  the* hold  the  property  in  public  trust  until  its  need  for 
development  arises— either  for  commercial,  industrial  and  residential  development 
of  some  sort  by  a  sound,  sweere  javestment  group,  or  for  development  as  a  state 

Considering  The  Alternatives 

Oar  reasoning  is  simple:  86  per  cent  of  the  State  of  Nevada  is  owned  by  (be ' 
federal  government.  Transfer  of  title  to  a  prospective  developer  isn't  an  overnight 
thing.  It  takes  time— months,  possibly  years. 

.    Wish  the  state  laving  tMs  to  the  eoolce  itver-frcnt  property,  the  state     ! 
*  would  be  in  a  position  to  plsa  more  quickly  and  efficiently  lor  its  develop- 
ment, either  under  the  siate'smaster  plan  for  parks,  or  for  investigation  fo? 
possible  sale  to  a  reputable  developer..  „.. 

The  land  is  95  miles  southeast  of  Las  Vegas.  Colorado  River  frontage  would 
make  an  excellent  weekend  retoaat  for  hundreds  of  campers  and  boaters  who  are 
already  finding  Lake  Mead  overcrowded. 

Some  Old  Development  Plans 

Two  of  the  old  proposals  f  orprivate  development  of  the  land  were  madeoy  R. 
J&  Beaumont  and  Eisner-Stewart. 

The  Beaumont  plan  would  have  4,250  acres  of  one-family  home#,'l,550  acres  of 
apartments,  and  850-acre  trailer  park,  200  acres  for  hotels  and  600  acres  for  com- 
munity facilities  and  open  space, 

The  Beaumont  plan  would  pack  108,006  people  into  9,000  aeres  of  land. 
Thai's  too  many  for  comfort.  More  and  more  people  today  are  straggling  to 
jus!  get  away  from  such  a  rat  face.  They  seek  solitude,  clean  air,  privacy,  a 
place  to  get  away  from  it  all,  even  if  it's  only  for  a  weekend. 


The  Eisner-Stewart  plan  would  have  420  acres  for  resorts,  1,000  acres  for 
r -■'•■nes.  1.000  acres  for  public  recreation,  6,000  acres  for  "open  space  reserve."  If 
ft'fl  would  create  a  tiiy  of  30,000  residents.  That's  still  an  awful  lot  of  people. 

Take  Oregon,  For  Instance 

Oregon  Is  slightly  smaller  than  Nevada,  with" more  than  two  million  residents. 
Oregonians  are  already  forming  groups  to  keep  people  away. . 

They  put  out  news  staries  on  ho  w  cold  the  weather  is,  ho  w  heavy  it  rained 
. . .  all  with  the  genera!  message  that  visiters  are  welcome,  but  don't  plan  oa 
staying. 

*  Nevada  is  the  nation's  seventh  largest  state;  Oregon's  tenth. . 

•'-  ''But,  where  Oregonians  spread  out  over  their  land,  Nevadans  are  forced  infc:< 
tight  big  and  little  communities,  all  surrounded  by  Msraiiy-owned  land. 

-  ,.  -     Better  than  2,080  new  hemes  were  started  in  Clark  County  last  year.  We 
"  still  don's,  know  where  the  people  are  coming  from,  but  we  think  one  of  their 
reasons  for  moving  here  is  the  climate.  Another  could  be  that  the  state's  tax 
structure  appeals  to  retired  persons.'   ._ 

But  once  they're  here,  where  do  we  all  go  to  get  away  from  it  all? 

Short  Drive  For  Weekenders 

Should  boaters  have  to  go  to  Pyramid  Lake,  Lahontan  Reservoir  (up  North)  or 
Parker  Dam  (down  South)  to  enjoy  a  weekend  outing? 

Should  campers  have  to  search  out  seldom-used  trails  iu  Arizona,  or  Death 
^Valley,  for  a  weekend  of  solitude? 

Hardly, 

With  8,000  acres  id  land  a  80-min8te  drive  from  Las  Vegas,  campers  and 
"boaters  would  be  able  to  enjoy  themselves  without  the  tedium  of  a  half-day's 
drive. 

If  the  federal  government  keeps  title  to  the  property,  it.  will  constantly  bear  the 
hue  and  cry  that  we're  being  packed  into  a  sardine  can  because  the  federate  won't 
relinquish  any  land  to  anyone. 

The  wisest  course  of  action  would  be  for  the  federal  government  to  transfer 
ownership  of. the  Southern  Nevada  property  to  a  state  agency i-either  the  Colorado 
River  Commission  of  Nevada  or  the  agency  controlling  state  paste. 

'  In  this  way,  plans  could  be  more  quickly  implemerited  at  the  state  level 

,  far  the  highest  and  best  possible  use  of  the  9,000  acres,  rather  than  waiting 

■    'several  years  for  the  massive  volume  of  paperwork  to  flow  from  Washington. 

Nevadans  treasure  their  land.  They  should  be  the  ones  who  decide  its  use  when 
the  time  arises,  and  that  time  isn't  too  far  off. 


1612  Houssels  Ave. 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  8910^ 

February  5,  1973         1  C  If 


Mr.  E.  I.  Rowland,  State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  *V  7 

300  Booth  Strteet 

Reno |  Nevada  89502 

Subjects  Fort  Mohave  Lands 

D«ar  Ed i 

Thank  you  for  sending  me  a  copy  ef  the  Draft  Environmental  State- 
Went  for  the  sale  of  the  Fort  Mohave  Lands,  and  the  invitation  to  comment* 

The 'Department  of  the  Interior  once  said  that  the  finest  winter 
climate  in  America  is  on  the  lower  Colorado  river  between  Davis  dm   and 
the  Mexican  border.  This  statement  has  my  eoncwrrene®,  and  therefor©  I 
think  it  is  a  matter  of  utmost  importance  to  make  this  stretch  serve  the 
greatest  number  of  people.  It  is  distressing  to  me  to  see  what  has  hap- 
pened between  Parker  dam  and  the  twon  of  Parker  and  below,  where  very 
little  public  water  frontage  wa»  saved.  I  think  it  is  imperative  that 
the  remaining  water  frontage  in  Nevada  should  remain  in  some  form  of  pub- 
lic ownership. 

Alternative  A  indicates  that  the  entire  flood  plain  would  remain  in 
public  ownership  with  a  600~foot  wide  protective  strip  between  the  river 
and  the  residential  development,  but  at  another  place  in  the  environmental 
draft  statement  it  indicates  that  therfe  would  be  some  residential  lots  with 
water  frontage,  I  believe  this  point  should  be  clarified, 

Und@r  normal  circumstances  I  could  go  along  with  Alternative  A  pro- 
vided that  all  of  the  river  front agp  remain  public  with  park,  marina,  and 
resort  development.  To  me,  it  seems  inevitable  that  there  are  going  to 
be  new  communities  hewn  out  of  the  public  land,  and  with  the  finest  winter 
climate  in  the  nation  the  lower  Colorado  can  hardly  escape.  However,  the 
river  is  already  sver-eeamitted,  and  Nevada's  allocation  will  not  leave 
a  surplus  over  the  needs  of  the  Las  Vegas  valley  in  another  twenty  years 
or  8®.  Thus,  to  create  new  communities  consumptively  eating  into  Nevada's 
allocation  at  this  time  will  hasten  the  day  of  reckoning,  and  will  b©  almost 
like  ^compounding  the  felony19.  Therefore,  I  believe  this  proposed  sal® 
should  be  postponed  until  such  time  as  the  water  problems  of  the  Southwest 
are  nearer  solution  through  importation  from  Canada  or  the  Northwest*  or 
by  desalinization  of  the  ocean*  or  other  means.  Such  short  range  plans, 
without  the  long  rang©  solution  being  within  reach,  are  just  that  -  short 
range  and  piecemeal. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  express  my  views, 

Sin/erely  yours, 


n 


trlls  L,  FisCher 
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FOR  FINEST  PRINTING,  CALL 

MOHAVE  COUNTY  MINER 

KINGMAN,  ARIZONA 
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725  Broadway  /■- 

Needles,  California  92363 
February  20,  1973 

Nevada  State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
300  Booth  Street 
P.O.  Box  3008 
Renof  Nevada  89532 

Dear  Sir: 

We  attended  and  made  a  few  informal  remarks  at  the  public 
hearing  held  on  February  15th  in  Las  Vegas  on  your  "Draft  En- 
vironmental Statement  for  the  Sale  of  Fort  Mohave  Lands  to  the 
State  of  Nevada".   At  this  time  we  stated  that  we  would  write 
your  office  with  a  more  formal  statement. 

We  are  from  Needles,  California;  which  is  located  in  the 
Mohave  Valley,  and  only  a  few  miles  from  the  lands  in  question. 
Although  we  are  from  a' different  state,  we  are  neighbors  to  the 
lands  involved,  and  we  share  their  economic  base,  and  any  visual, 
air  or  water  pollution  that  may,  or  may  not,  occur.  We  feel  that 
our  opinions  should  be  considered. 

Many  in  Needles  have  reviewed  the  Draft,  and  we  take  the  fol- 
lowing positions: 

1.  Congress  intended  when  they  passed  Public  Law 
86-433  that  these  lands  be  sold  to  the  State  of  Nevada 
for  multiple  use.  Congress  recognized  the  need  of  these 
lands  for  use  by  the  growing  population  in  the  arid  South- 
west, and  this .condition  and  need  has  not  changed.  We  feel 
that  the  Interior  Department  should  do  as  Congress  desired 
when  passing  Public  Law  86-433,  and  sell  these  lands  to  the 
State  of  Nevada. 

2.  As  presently  planned,  all  developments  in  this 
area  must  first  be  approved  by  the  Colorado  River  Commission 
of  Nevada,  the  Clark  County  Planning  Council,  and  the  Sec-. 
retary  of  the  Interior.  These  are  people  of .integrity,  well 
versed  in  both  our*  economic  and  ecological  needs,  and  we  ■ 
feel  that  any  plans  for  development  that  they  approve  will- 
be  in  the  best  of  public  interest. 

3.  The  Lower  Colorado  River  is  not  a  "natural  river". 
It  is  merely  a  series  of  man-made  lakes  connected  by  man 
controlled  and  maintained  aquaducts.  The  shore  line  is 
needed  for  use  by  people,  but  due  to  the  fact  that  man 
modified  the  stream, :man  needs  to  also  prepare  the  shore- 
line for  the  proper  multiple  use  by  man^  police  its  use, 
and  provide  proper  facilities,  all  of  which  cost  money. 

a 
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4.  The  opening  of  the  new  1-40  freeway  between  Los 
Angeles  and  Needles  in  April  or  May  of  this  year  is  going 
to  zoom  the  demands  upon  this  area*   Something  has  to  be 
done  soon,  or  the  lands  involved  will  soon  become  one  large 
junk  heap,  one  large  open  sewer, 

5.  As  to  the  \'arious  Alternatives: 

A  or  B  -  either  is  acceptable s  or  something 
between  the  two  as  far  as  intensity  of  use  is  con- 
cerned. 

C  -  To  retain  all  of  the,  flood  plain  in  Public 
Ownership  will  rob  Clark  County  and  the  State  of 
Nevada  of  the  monies  they  need  for  maintaining  pro- 
per policing  and  cleaning  of  the  planned  County  and 
State  Parks.  Due  to  the  fact  that  this  river  is 
"man-made "    in  this  area,  the  flood  plain  must  have 
certain  developments  in  order  to  properly  used  by 
man.   Otherwise  it  will  become  a  combination  dump  and 
open  sewer. 

D  -  No  action  -  not  acceptable,   Public  demand 

will  force  this  land  to  be  used  whether  you  like  it 

or  not.   Only  a  planned  use  will  result  in  the  pro- 
per use. 

E  -  Sale  to  Private  Interest.  We  are  against. 
Flood  control  problems,  proper  sewerage,  proper  use, 
etc.,  all  demand  that  the  area  be  developed  under  one 
master  plan.  The  ugly  desert  with  thousands  of  vacant 
shacks  around  29  Palms  is  an  example  of  the  result  of 
selling  in  small  lots. 

6.  We  believe  that  your  Draft  of  the  Envioronmental 
Statement  is  fair  and  generally  correct. 

7.  We  endorse  the  2/15/73  Statement  to  you  from  the 
Colorado  River  Commission  of  Nevada.  We  feel  that  this 
division  of  the  State  of  Nevada  should  be  allowed  to  pur- 
chase these  lands,  and  to  develop  them  according  to  a 
master  plan  for  multiple  use. 

Following  are  a  number  of  comments  as  to  the  area  involved, 
and  in  partial  answers  to  questions  raised  at  the  February  15th, 
hearing: 

1.   The  opening  of  the  freeway  between  Los  Angeles  and 
the  Mohave  Valley  is  going  to  zoom  its  use  of  these  lands. 
If  they  are  left  as  is,  the  area  will  soon  become  a  dump 
because  of  a  political  fact:   policing  and  cleaning  costs 
money,  lots  of  money;  the  people  using  the  area  will  come 
primarily  from  Southern  California;  Las  Vegas  will  get  no 
income  from  these  visitors  to  the  area;  the  citizens  from 
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Las  Vegas  naturally  are  not  going  to  be  willing  to  let 
their  tax  dollars  to  be  used  policing  and  cleaning  on  area 
100  miles  away  that  is  used  almost  solely  by  visitors  from 
Southern  California. 

Clark  County  needs  a  tax  base  in  the  Mohave  Valley  if 
they  are  to  be  willing,  and  poiiticially  able,  to  properly 
police  and  clean  the  State  and  County~FarTcs~~planned  for  the 
Mohave  Valley. 

The  "mess"  along  the  California  side  of  the  river 
between  Parker  and  Parker  Dam  is  an  example  of  what  happens 
when  the  public  uses  an  area  that  is  not  controlled  under  a 
master  plan,  and  when  proper  public  facilities  are  not  built. 

2.  Arguing  about  "thermo  pollution"  from  marinas  is 
silly.  Man  has  lowered  the  temperatures  of  the  Colorado  River 
in  this  Area  involved  by  many  degrees  in  temperature,  and 

due  to  drawing  cold  water  from  the  bottom  of  Lake  Powell, 
Lake  Mead  and  Lake  Mohave. 

What  little  water  is  heated  by  flowing  through  a  marina 
is  truly  minor,  and  will  only  very  slightly  raise  the  tem- 
perature of  water  that  man  has  drastically  lowered  over  the 
past  40  years. 

3.  Only  15$  of  all  of  the  river  lands  between  Davis 
Dam  and  Mexico  is  private  lands.  The  Lower  Colorado  River 
Land  Use  Plan,  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in 
1964,  freezes  all  public  lands  to  forever  remain  in  public 
ownership.  The  three  miles  involved  at  this  hearing  is  the 
only  land  that  can  ever  be  sold. 

About  all  of  Nevada's  shoreline  along  the  Colorado  River 
is  within  the  Lake  Mead  National  Recreational  Area.   Presently 
only  approximately  four  miles  is  in  private  ownership,  and 
the  few  additional  to  be  sold  to  the  State  of  Nevada  under 
the  proposed  sale  will  add  only  a  few  miles  to  this  of  non- 
federal shoreline,  and  even,  most  of  this  is  being  con- 
sidered for  public  use. 

We  who  live  in  the  Mohave  Valley  are  conscious -of  the 
fact  that  we  are  surrounded  by  millions  of  acres  of  Federally 
owned  lands,  and' lands  that  will  "never  be  sold.  We  need 
additional  tax  base  if  we  are  to  provide  proper  public  facilities 
to  the  public  who  wishes  to  use  the  River.   This  was  why 
-  Public  Law  S6-433  was  passed,  and  the  need  still  exists. 

4.  If  another  public  hearing  is  to  be  held,  we  would 
appreciate  it  being  held  at  the  site  in  order  for  the  local 
citizens  to  have  a  better  chance  to  be  heard.   In  addition, 

we  realize  that  some  of  the  protesters  who  wish  no  development 
to  occur  have  never  seen  the  area  and  do  not  like  to  leave 
the  comfort  of  the  city  anymore  than  is  necessary. 
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We  will  appreciate  being  on  your  mailing  list  for  any  additional 
information  as  to  this  most  important  proposed  development  for  the 
proper  use  of  the  Colorado  River  Area. 

Very  truly  yours, 
J 

Lee"  Perry    f   ) 
Editor ,  DesertrStar 
Needles,  California 

W.M.  Claypool  III- 
Citizen^  Needles,,  California 
(Former  Member  &  Secretary  of 
the  Lower  Colorado  River  Land 
Use  Plan  Advisory  Committee, 
Interior  Department). 

cc  Colorado  River  Commission  of  Nevada 
Congressman  Jerry  Pettis 
City  of  Needles 
Supervisor  James  Mayfield 
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THE  JOHN  B.  KNIGHT  COMPANY      QQ     1111  los  Vogas  Mvd.  &>.,  Suit*  Ml.  las  Vegas,  Nevada  89104,  Phono  (702)  382-8738 

Consulting      MBLJ      Marketing  Research    •    Opinion  Surveys 

February   21  ,    1973  °^    Land  Use  &  Feasibilify  s,udi" 

Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
The  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  Nevada  89502 


Good  Morning  Mr.  Director: 

As  a  citizen  of  the  state  of  Nevada,  as  I  presume  you  are,  I 
consider  the  development  by  private  parties  of  the  approximately 
9,400  acres  lying  at  the  southern  tip  of  Nevada  in  the  Mohave 
Valley  very  important  to  the  economy  of  the  state.  While  we  are 
all  mindful,  or  should  be  mindful,  of  the  ecological  values  in 
such  an  area,  it  is  my  hope  that  we  don't  go  overboard  on  the 
subject  to  the  point  where  these  acres  are  not  developed  by  private 
parties.   In  other  words,  it  seems  to  me  that  there  has  to  be  a 
point  of  reasonableness. 

As  you  know,  several  years  ago  by  virtue  of  congressional  action, 
approximately  15,000  acres  of  government  land  at  the  southern  tip 
of  Nevada  was  to  be  sold  to  the  state  of  Nevada.  The  land  so  sold 
was  to  be  used  in  accordance  with  a  master  plan  approved  by  all 
the  parties.  That  master  plan  laid  aside  what  was  then  considered 
to  be  enough  land  to  satisfy  the  public  demand  for  parks  and  wide- 
open  spaces.   I  personally  do  not  believe  that  the  situation  has 
changed  and  I  therefore  see  no  reason  for  additional  land  to  be 
set  aside  to  satisfy  that  demand. 

I  hope  that  your  department  will  recognize  the  need  for  living 
space  in  a  recreation  area  such  as  Mohave  Valley,  as  well  as  the 
need  for  recreation.   This  is  particularly  true  in  view  of  the 
forecast  need  to  conserve  energy  which-  may  result  in  pricing  gas- 
oline out  of  the  market  for  the  general  public  to  the  point  where 
they  cannot  make  frequent  trips  to  a  recreation  area  but  must  have 
some  accomodation  in  said  recreation  area.   I  sincerely  hope  the 
extremists  on  either  side  of  this  issue  shall  not  prevail. 

Cordial ly, 


J^hn  B.  Knight*/ 
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